Pirla Central Hibrarn 5 

; PILANT (Jaipur Statu) 


^ Class No :- 

K Boole No !- 

^ Accession No :- 


/4I , 

R5« ^ I 





ROMANTICISM AND THE 
MODERN EGO 



BOOKS BY 


JACQUES BARZUN 

THE FRENCH RACE 

RACE: A STUDY IN MODERN SUPERSTITION 
OF HUMAN F’REEDOM 
DARWIN, MARX, WAGStER 
ROMANTICISM AND THE MODERN EGO 



Romanticism 
and the Modem Ego 

BY 

JACQUES BARZUN 



London 

MARTIN SECKER & WARBURG LTD. 
. 7 John Street, Bloomsbury, W.C.i. 





COPYRIGHT I943» BY JACQUES BARZUN 

ALL RIGHTS RESERVED, INCLUDING THE RIGHT 
TO REPRODUCE THIS BOOK OR PORTIONS 
THEREOF IN ANY FORM 

Published October 194s 
Reprinted January 1944 
Reprinted May 1944 


ATLANTIC-jttTTLE, 3ROWN BOOKS 
AM PUBLISHED BY 
LITpri^, BROWN AND COMPANY 
, IN ASSOCIATION WITH 
T^E ATLANTIC MONTHLY PRESS 


PRINTED IN THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA 




LIONEL TRILLING 

with gratitude and admiration 



Few things are more benighting than the con¬ 
descension of one age for another. . . . The histo¬ 
rian needs something more than sympathy, for 
sympathy may be . . . pitying, contemptuous . . . 
it must be the sympathy of the man who stands 
in the midst and sees like one within, not like one 
without, like a native, not like an alien. He must not 
sit like a judge exercising extra-territorial jurisdic¬ 
tion. 


— Woodrow Wilson, 1904 



Preface 


Considering the number of times that “romanticism” is 
used in talk and in print with a view to please, pardon, 
damn, threaten, and scoff, it seems likely that there is room 
for one more book on the subject. This conviction, coupled 
with the fact that “romantic” has of late become the stand¬ 
ard description of the Fascist outlook, has prompted me to 
publish in short compass the results of some years’ ex¬ 
amination of the matter. In fact, this book fills out and 
organizes hints and fragments of opinion contained in 
previous writings of mine, from Race in 1937 to Daramn, 
Marx, Wagner in 1941. I hope in this way to have at 
least sharpened some of the issues arising out of roman¬ 
ticism and perhaps to have shown the need for reconsider¬ 
ing our traditional views. At any rate this essay will have 
to do until riper wisdom undertakes a fresh and leisurely 
historical account of the Romantic Period. 

I may add that I was encouraged to set down my con¬ 
clusions by the invitation of the Lowell Institute to dis¬ 
cuss Romanticism before its audience in January and 
February of this year. Although the reader of the book 
has before him a text markedly different from that of the 
lectures, he will, I trust, benefit from the close linking of 
topic with topic which is required by serial lecturing. The 
telescopic reader may in fact obtain at once a bird’s-eye 
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view of my position by beginning with Chapters i and 8, 
which set forth the relation of historic Romanticism to the 
problems of today and tomorrow. 

To the eight chapters containing the main argument, I 
have added two more, whose contents and arrangement 
explain themselves. The one entitled “Notes and Refer¬ 
ences” can be read either consecutively from beginning to 
end or as separate comments on the pages to which refer¬ 
ence is made. The variations on the term “romantic” which 
form Chapter 9 are of course not exhaustive, and are only 
meant to give an idea of the wide-ranging powers of the 
word. 

The making of this book has put me under several very 
pleasant obligations. My best thanks are due the Curator 
and Trustees of the Lowell Institute for their kindness and 
courtesy. I also want to express my long-standing gratitude 
to the students, graduate and undergraduate, who have 
done work in my university courses on nineteenth- and 
twentieth-century history. I owe them much in the way 
of suggestion, criticism, rebuttal, and encouragement. 
Lastly, I am deeply indebted to two of my colleagues, 
Alan W. Brown and James Gutmann, who have freely 
given of their time, knowledge, and critical thought for the 
improvement of my manuscript. 
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ROMANTICISM AND THE 
MODERN EGO 




1. Romanticism—Dead or Alivel 


Romanticism is supposed to have died a hundred years 
ago. The French date its demise with false precision from 
the failure of Victor Hugo’s last produced play in 1843. 
Others make the knell sound earlier or later, but every¬ 
where books have appeared recording the Decline and 
Fall, the Agony, and the Burial of the Romantic Movement. 

And yet, if we open other books, equally reputable, and 
if we look at the periodical press devoted to politics and 
letters, we find that romanticism is still a living threat to 
civilization. Publicists as eminent as the late Raoul de 
Roussy de Sales, Mr. Herbert Agar, and Professor Albert 
Guerard, find themselves at one on the point that the 
“romantic view of life” is the enemy of reason and de¬ 
mocracy. The “irrationalists” Nietzsche arid William James, 
Byron and Goethe, are quoted and rebuked as inspirers 
of Fascism. Rousseau is mauled once again by intemperate 
journalists and Hegel credited with the feat of having 
turned his people into madmen. Romanticism, though “out¬ 
grown” and repudiated, seems still to be a force in the 
battle of ideas; at any rate, it has become an unquestioned 
dogma that Fascism and National Socialism are romantic 
movements based on romantic irrationalism. 

We are thus faced at the outset with a flat contradiction, 
which does not disappear but deepens and spreads as we 
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go on to analyze it. Is romanticism really dead, or is it 
only dormant? How can totalitarianism be a romantic phe¬ 
nomenon when what we most deplore (and try to imitate) 
is its so-called political realism? How can the supposedly 
dreamy romantic individualists of early nineteenth-century 
Germany be the creators of the modern anti-individualistic 
state? And, more particularly, what have the romantic 
philosophers in common with James and Nietzsche, who 
spent a good part of their lives in combating them? 

These are questions for the historian of ideas. But Ro¬ 
manticism, as we just saw, is not merely a topic for his¬ 
torians. It is a live subject, about which we who are living 
through a social and cultural revolution must answer some 
practical questions: Is Romanticism native to the human 
mind or is it an aberration? If an aberration, how can it be 
dealt with? How can it be diagnosed? What likeness and 
difference are there between Romanticism a hundred years 
ago and Romanticism today? And if neo-romanticism is the 
enemy at the gate, what is the opposing view or tradition 
which we can adopt and fight for as our own? 

On thinking over these questions, it is apparent that all 
of them take one thing for granted — namely, that every¬ 
body knows what romanticism is. The words “great ro¬ 
mantics” or “German romantics” are used as if their mean¬ 
ing were perfectly clear and agreed upon by everybody. 
That is certainly the impression to be gathered from the 
current books I have mentioned. But the fact is that at 
least half the contradictions that confuse us come from 
playing fast and loose with the term “Romanticism.” 

Somebody has said that it is a great convenience to have 
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a number of words that will answer the purpose of ridicule 
or reprobation without having any precise meaning. “Ro¬ 
mantic” is such a word. Others have served their turn: 
such words as “Puritan,” “Jacobin,” “Gothic.” It is only 
lately that “Baroque” has been rescued from the vocabulary 
of abuse and returned to the uses of description. To at¬ 
tempt a similar rescue of “Romantic” may be premature. 
Even if it does not raise the cry of “Quibble!” from routine 
minds, it may still give the impression of robbing the com¬ 
mon vocabulary of a necessary word-of-all-work, a word 
which we perhaps cannot define, though when we use it 
“we all know what we mean.” The answer to this objection 
is that when a password leads to our confusing friends 
with enemies it had better be changed. With “romantic” 
what must be done is to distinguish loose from legitimate 
applications, and this is what I purpose to do in these pages. 

To find a core of fixed sense in “romantic” and “ro¬ 
manticism” requires that we consider certain common as¬ 
pects of a great many subjects. It should cause no alarm or 
surprise if the quest takes us from political and social history 
to critical facts about poetry, the arts, and philosophy; and 
thence to matters of psychology, religion, and common be¬ 
lief. The reader may be bewildered at first to find in various 
contexts the names of men whose work and lives do not 
commonly come to his mind. There is indeed no reason 
why anyone who is not a specialist in the history of the 
Romantic period should know m6re than a few, but since 
these few may be different for different persons, according 
to their special interests, it is necessary to name whole bat¬ 
talions: my purpose being to illustrate general conclusions 
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with historical examples and to make my results testable 
by anyone familiar with at least some of the facts. 

The necessities of the case will also compel me to use 
common critical words, such as “sentimental” or “rational” 
or “realistic,” in a more precise and limited way than is 
usual; but before adopting this stricter usage, I shall indicate 
for each word the limits I mean to observe. If at first this 
upsets the usual associations raised by these terms, I think 
I can fairly beg indulgence and promise that the context 
of my usage will make my meaning clearer and clearer as I 
proceed. 

The reason for this preliminary warning is that the sub¬ 
ject of this book is not simply Romanticism, but Roman¬ 
ticism and the Modern Ego. What I am about to discuss is 
not some vague literary or emotional complex loosely 
known as Romantic, but the meaning of a whole age as 
seen by another — our own. That is why the reader will 
not find here a chronological account of romantic music, 
or politics, or landscape gardening, as such. Rather he will 
find a sort of anthropological view of a cultural form 
linking past and present — namely, the romantic tradition 
that some still find a threat to their peace of mind. In this 
light Romanticism appears as something more than an 
isolated poetic movement in one country or another. It is 
a European phenomenon, occurring within certain historic 
dates and possessing certain characteristics. These and our 
current opinions upon these will introduce us to the main 
body of facts. 

If we wish to disinfect a word or an idea from casual and 
false associations, we must of course have a definition of it. 
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That goes without saying, although definitions of roman¬ 
ticism already exist by the dozen and have remained with¬ 
out effect. One reason is that a definition is not enough. We 
must also have a clear conception of the many proper uses 
to which a comprehensive label of this sort can be put. 
Because in the past many different things have been called 
romantic, some scholars have denied the possibility of giving 
a definition that will hold in all cases; or they have denied 
that romanticism stood for anything tangible. This is play¬ 
ing into the hands of the woolly-minded by saying that 
unless a word means one thing and one thing only, it can 
mean anything or nothing. Our daily conversation proves 
the opposite. A concrete word like “chair” can mean an 
article of furniture, a professorship, or the person who 
presides at a meeting: the context prevents confusion. An 
abstract word like “American” can refer to North America, 
to the United States, to the three Americas, and to all the 
conceivable things contained in any of these, from ab¬ 
original Indians to a form of the English language: again, 
the context prevents confusion. 

Now “romantic” has two distinct fields of application. 
In one sense, it refers to human traits which may be ex¬ 
hibited at any time or place. In the second sense, it is a 
name given to a period in history because of the notable 
figures that gave it its peculiar character. These two mean¬ 
ings are obviously related. A period has a given character 
simply because at that time a human tendency is dominant. 
A Romantic, a Puritan, a Rationalist, a Pietist, are not 
separate species of animals, but recurring varieties of human 
beings, distinguished from one another by the relative 
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value they place on certain human attitudes. But this dif¬ 
ferentiation by means of one trait does not exclude the 
presence of others. The Puritan and the Pietist are not 
devoid of reason, any more than the Rationalist or the 
Romantic. This is perfectly clear in the phrase that we 
use to describe the eighteenth century. We call it the Age 
of Reason, which only means an age when men talked a 
great deal about reason and hoped that its conscious use 
would bring about a marked improvement in human af¬ 
fairs. Only a hardened literalist would suppose the name 
to imply that the eighteenth century had a monopoly of 
reason and that before and after men were unreasoning or 
unreasonable. 

With the word “romantic” it is this very kind of false 
implication that gets in the way of its descriptive use. Few 
speakers or writers stop to check the applicability of the 
term by seeing how well it will cover other cases that de¬ 
serve the name equally with the one they have chosen. 
Take as an example Mr. Agar’s use of Byron. Here is a 
romantic, says Mr. Agar in effect, whose recognition of 
the kinship between the energies of men and the wild forces 
of Nature suggests the mood of Fascism. Accepting this 
premise for the sake of argument, one may well ask. What 
does it establish about Romanticism as a whole? Suppose 
we take another poet who has an equal right to the title 
“romantic” — Wordsworth or Pushkin. Shall we then be 
able to forge the same link binding their views with those 
of Hitler? And what about the “great romantics” in the 
other arts — in painting, in music, in dancing? Were they 
early fascists too? The difficulty of showing clear connec- 
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tions increases with each step that we take towards a more 
inclusive view. What intrinsic relation is there between 
Keats’s “Ode to a Nightingale” and Mein KoTnpf, or be¬ 
tween Goya’s etchings of the War of Liberation in Spain 
and Mussolini’s exploits in the same peninsula? 

Usually, there are two ways out of this difficulty. One is 
to pick and choose among the romanticists those who are 
fancied to be “wholly” or “essentially” romantic — to 
choose a passage from Byron and drop out of sight all of 
Keats, Wordsworth, Shelley, and Coleridge. But this is 
an admission of defeat for the view that the legacy of the 
whole romantic movement is Fascism. Nor is it essentially 
different to say that only the German romantics are to 
blame. For, on that assumption, how did Mussolini achieve 
his synthesis with no German tradition to aid him, a dozen 
years before Hitler? And further, how is German romanti¬ 
cism different from the French, English, and Spanish kinds? 
The difference, if any, must be the source of the evil, and 
not the romanticism itself. 

In other words, if we are committed to the view that 
Fascism is a new expression of historic romanticism, we 
must be able to show that most of the great men who lived 
a hundred and twenty-five years ago were actual or 
potential Fascists. We must show that Goethe, Byron, 
Kant, Schiller, Carlyle, Emerson, Beethoven, Mickiewicz, 
Blake, Delacroix, Shelley, Schopenhauer, Heine, Berlioz, 
Pushkin, Scott, Dumas, Manzoni, Chopin, Lamb, Hazlitt, 
Thoreau, and perhaps a hundred other distinguished figures 
of the early nineteenth century, were pioneers of the 
totalitarian state. We can tolerate a few exceptions to the 
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rule that any romanticist is a Fascist, but obviously we can¬ 
not have more exceptions than cases in which the rule holds 
true. 

The second way out of the impasse consists in saying that 
it is not in the romantics’ expressed opinions or outward 
acts that we find the roots of militant tyranny. It is in the 
spirit underlying all romanticist work — whether it be a 
poem or a political theory. At this rate, Wordsworth’s love 
of nature and Delacroix’s love of a divided palette are 
equally dangerous to the future of democracy. On this 
same view, the liberal Byron and the conservative Sir 
Walter Scott were in the same party preparing the way for 
dictatorship. It was in them some secret but powerful 
germ which time has brought to fruition in the form of 
persecution and military imperialism. 

This second hypothesis does not look much more promis¬ 
ing than the first. It deals too much in mystery and ab¬ 
straction, both when it talks about romanticism and when 
it reduces Fascism to an advocacy of force and conquest. 
Indeed, the slightest acquaintance with the mere bulk of 
the subject matter involved in this comparison shows the 
frivolity of those who make it. But before giving an his¬ 
torical explanation and a pragmatic test for the concept of 
romanticism, I wish to point out one more ambiguity in 
the supposed relation between romanticism and Fascism. 

If you consult the accepted sources of information or 
ask any well-read person about romanticism, you will very 
likely be told that one of its outstanding features is in¬ 
dividualism. Romanticism places a high value upon the in¬ 
dividual. According to some, it exaggerates the worth and 
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powers of individual man. I am not questioning here 
whether this is true or not. This is what is said. Now then, 
how does Fascism embody romanticism? What do we find 
in Fascist literature but the condemnation of individualism 
as the disintegrating force in democracy? Where, in mod¬ 
ern Germany, do you find the romantic individual — the 
rebel, the eccentric, the egotist whom we so readily con¬ 
jure up when we think of historic romanticism? If it is 
answered that Hitler is the one, the only one, we are 
obviously not face to face with a universal theory of in¬ 
dividualism. We still have to account for the very different 
theory that Fascism applies to the group, to the oppressed, 
collectivized, regimented nation. 

II 

By this time the reader should be thoroughly confused. 
I have, at any rate, done my best to reproduce the existing 
confusion, my purpose being to break up the casual but 
persistent associations between the abstract notion of ro¬ 
manticism and the various objectionable things in our 
present-day world which are fathered upon it. Neither 
the gifted men of a century ago nor a hidden something 
in their make-up will directly account for our bad world. 
Leaving now the question of a link between romanticism 
and fascism, I go on with the questions that this linkage has 
raised: Who are the romanticists and what is the common 
bond that makes them bear a common name? 

In English, the noun “Romanticism” gives two adjec¬ 
tives — romantic and romanticist. They are not commonly 
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differentiated, but it is to be desired that they should be. 
We should then be able to tell apart the two distinct fields 
of application I have begun to distinguish: romanticism 
as an historical movement and romanticism as a character¬ 
istic of human beings. We should then say: “My friend X 
is a romantic” and “the poet Byron is a romanticirt.” 
When we say the romanticists at large we should mean a 
number of men who lived at a particular time and place, 
and who did certain things that fixed them in the mind 
of posterity. However much they differ ideally or fought 
among themselves, Byron, Wordsworth, Shelley, Victor 
Hugo, Leopardi, Mickiewicz, and Schiller were romanti¬ 
cists. They received the name whether they liked it or 
not. Indeed, many romanticists vigorously disclaimed the 
title, like Delacroix, or accepted it for only half their work, 
like Goethe. In this sense, romanticism is a mere tag and 
not an adequate description. You cannot infer a man’s per¬ 
sonal characteristics, much less his opinions, from his cor¬ 
rect labeling as a romanticist. What you can infer, I shall 
detail later. Meantime, think of romanticist as a term com¬ 
parable to “Man of the Renaissance.” If someone had 
addressed the living Leonardo da Vinci and asked him: 
“Are you a typical Renaissance-mensch?'' he would have 
said, “What nonsense are you talking about?” Nevertheless, 
in any survey of the fifteenth century, there is Leonardo, 
“typical of his age,” and there is also the very different 
Michelangelo, his antagonist, but no less typical. They have 
been caught in the chronological net and historiography has 
stamped them with a convenient nickname. 

With romanticism, the problem is complicated by the 
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fact that during the romantic period small groups of writers 
or thinkers appropriated the general name to themselves. 
In Germany, for instance, scholars distinguish between 
Early and Late Romantic. But in neither of these groups 
will you find Schiller and Goethe. They stand apart, and 
yet Goethe’s Faust is a bible of Romanticism. If you wish 
to find another German romanticist, Heine, you must look 
for him among the “Young Germany” group. This is 
the petty politics of cultural history. In France, likewise, 
you will at one time find Victor Hugo and Stendhal on 
opposite sides, each representing a different shade of liter¬ 
ary policy. In England, no one was called a Romanticist 
while living. All this is of great interest to the biographer 
or the historian of the several arts. But to use these tempo¬ 
rary distinctions, as some have done, in order to blur the 
outlines of an era is to be guilty of obscurantism through 
pedantry. When the educated man has a true general con¬ 
ception of romanticism, it will be time to refine upon its 
details. For our present purpose, historic romanticism can 
be defined as comprising those Europeans whose birth 
falls between 1770 and 1815, and who achieved distinction 
in philosophy, statecraft, and the arts during the first half 
of the nineteenth century. 

Some of course were born outside these arbitrary limits 
of time, like Goethe. There are some whose fame came after 
the terminal date, like Blake. A few others resist classifica¬ 
tion with the main body. So long as they are few these 
irregularities will not disturb anyone who remembers that 
we are dealing with an historical grouping. History does 
not arrange its products in bunches; it is man who seeks 
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to put order into the significant disarray of history. Hence 
the ragged edges, but they are the edges of something cen¬ 
tral and solid. 

We have then a group of men known as romanticists 
and living as contemporaries between 1770 and 1850. 
What, besides time, links them together? It is at this point 
that we pass from historic romanticism to what may be 
called intrinsic romanticism. I have suggested that if an 
attitude becomes noticeable or dominant in a given 
period, its elements must be latent in human beings, or in 
certain human beings, all the time. In individual instances 
we call it this or that kind of temperament. For example, 
it is probable that there are Puritans at all times and places; 
but when a great many occur at the same time and place, 
then we have a Puritan period. In the same manner there 
are heroic ages and ages of luxury, ages of classicism, of 
rationalism, of renaissance, of decadence — and of ro¬ 
manticism. Not that each of these represents a fixed type; 
rather it is a combination of human traits which for one 
reason or another happens to be stressed, valued, cul¬ 
tivated at a given historical moment. Why one attitude is 
preferred to another is something I shall try to answer 
later, but that it is preferred is the reason for our being 
able to speak of a romantic period. 

This distinction between permanent elements in human 
nature and their periodic emphasis in history is the first 
of the devices by which we can tighten up on our use of 
the name “romantic.” If, for instance, we hear William 
James called a romantic, we are entitled to say: “James 
was not a contemporary of Byron’s; what precisely have 
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you in mind when you classify them under the same head?” 
If, as is likely, the answer should be; “I call him romantic 
because of his irrationalism,” the field is then open to argu¬ 
ment over the propriety of making one belief or opinion 
taken at random symptomatic of an entire philosophy. A 
recent work of scholarship has tried to show that from 
Luther to Hitler “one increasing purpose runs.” The 
demonstration is made by stringing together on one line 
of development all thinkers who “believe in a strong state.” 
In other words, the intention of human ideas is disregarded 
for the sake of finding a handsome collection of scape¬ 
goats. With the same sword’s-point logic we might ask 
the author whether for his own part he desires a weak 
state, and if not, why he does not lump himself in with 
those he attacks. 

The history of ideas cannot be written like an invoice 
of standardized goods. It is a subject requiring infinite 
tact. On the one hand, diversity must be reduced to clear 
patterns for the sake of intelligibility; on the other, the 
meaning of each idea must be preserved from falsification 
by constant reference to its place and purport in history. 
It is strictly meaningless to speak of someone as “a believer 
in a strong state” — strong for what, for whom, by what 
means, against whom? 

The same is true of irrationalism, which is only one of 
the alleged symptoms of the romantic temper. Granting 
that the connection between romanticism and irrationalism 
exists, in what direction does it point? And what is the 
meaning of irrational? To hear critics wax indignant over 
irrationalism in such highly organized persons as James, 
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Nietzsche, Bergson, and Freud, one would suppose that 
all four abhorred reason and all its works, and went about 
preaching the Life Dionysiac. One almost expects that 
their writings will be ungrammatical and demented. In¬ 
stead of which one finds an extraordinary concentration of 
thought, a great skill in raising and meeting objections, and 
a solicitous care for order and form. 

What is true of these four moderns who are supposed 
to be the fountainheads of neo-romanticism is true of their 
predecessors of over a century ago. They were not men 
of one book or one idea. Hence any reduction of their 
thoughts or accomplishments to a single notion is inevitably 
belied by the facts. It is an explanation doomed to swift 
and complete refutation at the hands of anyone possessing 
even a fragment of first-hand knowledge about the subject. 
It is not a question of liking romanticism or even of defend¬ 
ing it. Like all products of the human mind, romanticism 
can and should be critically attacked. But for the attack 
to be effective it must grapple with facts and not conven¬ 
tional fancies. 

At this point I may state dogmatically what I shall show 
in the sequel, that romanticism is not equivalent to irra¬ 
tionalism, nor sentimentality, nor individualism, nor col¬ 
lectivism, nor utopian aspirations, nor love, nor hate, nor 
indolence, nor feeble-mindedness. Consequently if any of 
these human traits particularly excite one’s disapproval 
one must call them by their proper names, and not shirk 
responsibility for the judgment by terming their mani¬ 
festations “romantic.” 
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If anyone should doubt that these attributes have been 
made the distinguishing marks of romanticism, let him 
simply turn to a recent and very able work by L. and 
R. Stebbins on the romantic composer Carl Maria von 
Weber. It is in fact the best, most scholarly, and most 
intelligent book on the subject; but dealing as it does 
with a figure from the romantic period, it accurately 
betrays the modern conception of that movement. On the 
jacket of the book we find an echo of what is said within: 
“Weber was no romantic composer, but a serious hard¬ 
working musician.” In other words, a romantic composer 
is one who docs no work, and it is a wonder how the 
romantic school in music managed to produce its impres¬ 
sive output. 

Dip into the book itself and you come across equally be¬ 
wildering generalizations, such as this concerning a German 
duke of obviously unbalanced mind: “He . . . was either 
insane or the embodiment of the mh degree of early Ger¬ 
man romanticism — which, indeed, amounts to much the 
same thing.” Here romanticism is insanity, but in the next 
sentence this sweeping condemnation is mitigated: “Cer¬ 
tainly, he exemplified the school both in aversion to effort 
and in a behavior which followed the impulses of his sub¬ 
conscious without curb.” In other words, the noble Duke 
was a rake and an idler, like thousands of other men be¬ 
fore and since the romantic period. What was specifically 
romantic about him? We are never told, and an earlier 
definition seems to describe the movement very differently. 
“There was a time,” we are informed, when “a man could 
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say, godlike, ‘life is thus; but thus I will not have it. Stand¬ 
ing on the intolerable reaUty I recreate.’ This is the essence 
of romanticism.” 

Not satisfied with this essence, however, the biographer 
looks for another in the possible “causes” of his romantic 
subject, in this case, von Weber: “Was he a romanticist 
because of his convictions, or because he was dragged about 
by an unpredictable father, had no proper education and 
was nurtured on his mother’s stories of the Catholic 
church?” There being no reasonable answer to such ques¬ 
tions, another, equally plausible, is put: “Schelling’s ro¬ 
manticized teachings exerted a strong influence upon him. 
Would a different philosophy have shaped a classicist in¬ 
stead of a romantic composer?” This is followed by con¬ 
tradiction and confusion: Schelling and Weber have each 
been philosophizing, but “it was impossible to write or 
speak openly of liberty . . . the contemplation of eternal 
problems was postponed for a freer age, and romanticism 
provided the usual escape.” Schelling, I may mention in 
passing, was the famed author of a work on Human Free¬ 
dom. 

Now for a few comments on romanticism and the affec¬ 
tions: “Their friendship was of a romantic nature and 
lasted until death. . . .” “He fell in love many times,” 
[but] “not with the easy sentimentality of his fellow ro¬ 
mantics. . . .” And to conclude, some judgments of value 
about a man who is admitted on all hands to be an orna¬ 
ment of the romantic school: “The German romanticist 
proscribed labor, but there never was a man who worked 
harder than Weber; the German romanticist was an in- 
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trovert with a subjective mind, but Weber liked society and 
saw his creations with an objective eye.” And lastly: “One 
cannot lightly disregard the judgments of the great roman¬ 
tics, Meyerbeer and von Weber.” 

The juxtaposition of these sentences gives them, of 
course, a ludicrous air, though this is not intended, nor do I 
mean to discredit the biography. If the book were a piece of 
hackwork, the authors’ treatment of romanticism would 
not matter. But their opinions are educated opinions, and 
the point of singling out sentences is that they faithfully 
represent the usual view. Not one reader in a thousand 
would dwell skeptically upon them as they occur in the 
midst of interesting and well-documented paragraphs. 
These pronouncements seem to state the accepted fact; 
which only means that their mutual inconsistency and in¬ 
herent falsity have been so often repeated that we no 
longer notice anything wrong. 

According to this so-called educated opinion, romanti¬ 
cism is insanity, escape, introversion, sentimentality, and 
laziness; but a given romantic is objective, hard-working, 
steadfast in friendship, a re-creator of living values and 
one whose judgment is not lightly to be disregarded. I 
pass over the superficial psychology that makes of a shift¬ 
less father, a Roman Catholic mother, or the German 
philosopher Schelling the decisive factor in the production 
of a romanticist musician. The belief here seems to be that 
a man’s outlook is picked up by chance or put on casually 
like one’s hat and gloves. This is part and parcel of that 
other belief that somehow a romantic is a creature wholly 
different from other men, the men we know and see at 
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work. Which makes it a matter for surprise to the biogra¬ 
pher when his romantic subject behaves rationally, works 
hard, has lasting friendships, and shows objectivity and 
professional standards in his art. 

Ill 

Seeking current usage in a particular book may have 
seemed like a digression; it has certainly delayed the 
promised definition of intrinsic romanticism. But just as in 
dealing with historic romanticism, it was important to show 
the difficulties entailed by the equation Fascism = Ro¬ 
manticism, so in going on to intrinsic romanticism it is 
important to show the impossibility of matching up the 
term with the current commonplaces about irrationalism, 
sentimentality, and the like. I will go even further and say 
that none of the solemn scholarly definitions, whether 
sympathetic or not, gives a satisfactory answer to the ques¬ 
tion. Romanticism is not a return to the Middle Ages, a 
love of the exotic, a revolt from Reason, a vindication of 
the individual, a liberation of the unconscious, a reaction 
against scientific method, a revival of pantheism, idealism 
and Catholicism, a rejection of artistic conventions, a prefer¬ 
ence for emotion, a movement back to nature, or a glorifica¬ 
tion of force. Nor is it any of a dozen more generalities 
which have been advanced ^ affording the proper test. 
It is not any of these things for the simple reason that none 
of them can be found uniformly distributed among the 
great romanticists. Mention any such characteristic and 
a contrary-minded critic will name you a romantic who 
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did not possess it; he may even produce one who clearly 
strove for the opposite. It is this discouraging truth that 
has led a number of critics to abandon the search — and 
to abuse romanticism all the more for not yielding up its 
secret at the first touch. 

This is far from saying that many of the tastes and 
tendencies enumerated in the textbooks were not largely 
present in the romantic age. They obviously were, and it 
is in romantic work that scholars have found them. But a 
collection of features means nothing unless it is common 
to nearly all the individuals examined. The error has 
consisted in supposing that what unites an age is common 
opinions and common personal traits. If this were true 
what would become of the war of opinions which char¬ 
acterizes every age? If it were true, how could John Dewey 
and T. S. Eliot belong to one and the same culture? If 
it were true, how could there be any traditions handed 
down through time? There would be, on the contrary, 
blocks of unanimous people holding the stage for a cen¬ 
tury or so, followed by other solid blocks of an opposite 
pattern. 

In other words, what we want as a definition of intrinsic 
romanticism is the thing that gave rise to —and that in¬ 
cidentally explains — all the other attitudes I have enumer¬ 
ated. Why did some romanticists attack Reason, why did 
some turn catholic, why were some liberal, others re¬ 
actionary? Why did some praise the Middle Ages and 
others adore the Greeks? Clearly, the one thing that unifies 
men in a given age is not their individual philosophies but 
the dominant problem that these philosophies are designed 
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to solve. In the romantic period, as will appear in detail 
later, this problem was to create a new world on the ruins 
of the old. The French Revolution and Napoleon had 
made a clean sweep. Even before the Revolution, which 
may be taken as an outward show of an inward decay, 
it was no longer possible to think, act, write, or paint as 
if old forms had life. The critical philosophers of the 
eighteenth century had destroyed their own dwelling place. 
The next generation must build or perish. Whence we con¬ 
clude that romanticism is first of all constructive and 
creative; it is what may be called a solving epoch, as against 
the dirsoiving eighteenth century. 

Because the problem of reconstruction was visible to 
many men does not mean that they all proposed the same 
solution, or saw all its aspects in the same way. The diver¬ 
gences were due to differences of temperament, geograph¬ 
ical situation, and special interest. A poet such as Words¬ 
worth or Victor Hugo saw the emptiness of eighteenth- 
century diction and the need of creating a new vocabulary 
for poetry; a philosopher .such as Schopenhauer saw the 
illusoriness of eighteenth-century moral progress and the 
need of recharting reality, with suggestions W better en¬ 
during it; a political theorist like Burke, who objected to 
any destruction of the social order, had to propose an 
alternative means of change; a thinker like Hegel, who 
was philosopher, political theorist, and aesthetician all in 
one, saw creation as the result of conflict in history and in 
the mind, and proposed nothing less than a new logic to 
explain the nature of change. He then showed how to 
use it for rebuilding on more permanent premises. 
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These men clearly cannot be made into a romantic 
school, but they equally clearly partake of a romanticist 
temper. More than that, they share certain broad predilec¬ 
tions in common, such as the admiration for energy, moral 
enthusiasm, and original genius. It is because an era faces 
one dominant problem in varying ways that certain human 
traits come to be held in greater esteem than they were be¬ 
fore. Obviously the task of reconstruction demands energy, 
morality, and genius, the passion for which was thus not 
a whimsical or silly trait in the romantics, but plain good 
sense. 

By the same logic, one may correct the impression that 
romanticism was an escape from reality on the part of 
feeble spirits who could not stand it. The truth of the 
matter is that these spirits wanted to change the portions 
of reality that they did not like, and at least record their 
ideals when the particular piece of reality would not yield 
— both these being indispensable steps toward reconstruc¬ 
tion. Our whole modern use of the term “escape” is vitiated 
by smugness and double meanings, and one should refuse 
to argue its application with anyone who will not first 
answer this question: “Suppose a primitive man, caught in 
a rainstorm, who has for the first time the idea of taking 
shelter in a cave: is he facing reality or escaping it?” The 
whole history of civilization is wrapped up in this example, 
and a universal test for distinguishing creation from escape 
can be deduced from it. The mere fact that a man is seen 
making for a cave or heard declaring his intention to build 
a hut is not enough; what is he going to do then? What 
is the relation of that single act to his whole scheme 
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of life? Applying this test to romanticism, we shall see 
that on the whole it was infinitely more constructive than 
escapist. 

But, it may be objected, other periods faced with the 
task of creation have not produced cultures resembling 
romanticism. The very system which came to an end just 
before romanticism was created around 1650 and it took 
the form of a so-called classical age. True enough, and to 
understand romanticism we must add to the fact of its 
creative mission the further fact that it conceived its mis¬ 
sion in a certain way. It conceived it in the light of a 
great contradiction concerning man. I mean the contrast 
between man’s greatness and man’s wretchedness; man’s 
power and man’s misery. 

It would be tedious to give citations from one romanti¬ 
cist after another in which this contrast is noted and com¬ 
mented on. But one cannot help being struck by the repeti¬ 
tion of this independent “discovery” in the works of 
the romantic epoch. It obtrudes itself in many forms and 
contexts, whether or not one is seeking for a common 
feature among the many-sided activities of this galaxy of 
men. Moreover, there are other supporting facts outside the 
period that are worth remembering. Where do we find 
the most famous expression of this contrast in the nature of 
man? Surely in the Thoughts of Pascal, historically not a 
romantic, but a seventeenth-century author whose whole 
temper, social and religious, made him a dissenter in his 
own time. Whom does the classicist Voltaire most per¬ 
sistently attack in his own eighteenth century? It is Pascal. 
Voltaire wrote an Anti-Pascal and looked upon him as the 
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most dangerous enemy of the Enlightenment. In much the 
same spirit Condorcet brought out an altered edition of the 
Thoughts. When does Pascal emerge in his full stature? — 
in the romantic first half of the nineteenth century. 

The core of the conflict is Pascal’s view of man’s fate — 
the antithesis of greatness and misery — which leads him 
to an analysis of art and society as merely conventional 
and relative; justice on one side of a river, Pascal points 
out, becomes injustice on the other. In short, man is first 
of all a creature lost in the universe and he makes his 
shelter, physical, social, and intellectual. This was bound 
to be also the view of the later romanticists, who found 
themselves bereft of the old regime, without protection 
from the universe, and forced to build a new order. 

But in a thinking reed, as Pascal terms man, the con¬ 
tradictory state of having powers and feeling one’s weak¬ 
ness is not one to be dumbly endured. Some resolution must 
be found even while the protective social order is being 
built. Indeed, for many men, the imperfect social order 
will not seem adequate to resolve the inner conflict. Hence 
the search for a philosophy, a religion, a faith, which will 
transcend and unify the felt disharmony. Pascal himself, as 
we know, found this faith in ascetic Christianity. The ro¬ 
manticists, a hundred and fifty years after Pascal, found 
it in many different objects of belief — pantheism, Catholi¬ 
cism, socialism, vitalism, art, science, the national state. 
To fill out the list would be to give a complete history 
of romanticism. What matters here is the interconnection 
of all these faiths through their roots in the double problem 
of making a new world and making it in the knowledge . 
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that man is both creative and limited, a doer and a sufferer, 
infinite in spirit and finite in action. 

If we must now answer the question. Is romanticism 
dead or alive? we are able to put forth some tentative an¬ 
swers that may lead us in the sequel to a decided Yes or No. 
In the first place, intrinsic romanticism, that of the par¬ 
ticular individual, is just as alive today as it has ever been, 
for it is a human constant. The very title of Mr. Agar’s 
book, A Time for Greatness, strongly suggests an appeal 
to some of the characteristic romantic qualities. In the next 
place, if we are tempted to say that a new age of general 
romanticism is in the offing, we must make sure, first, that 
our period is one of creation, and second that it is of 
creation according to the view of man I have just described. 
We can settle neither of these conditions until we know 
somewhat more about the historic romanticism of a cen¬ 
tury and a half ago. 



2 . Rousseau and Nlodern Tyranny 


Our current ideas, it is clear, fail to encompass the many 
diverse facts that we call Romanticism, and the search 
for a common denominator in some single product of the 
movement is futile. Hence the need to rediscover the 
common problem the romantics faced — the problem of 
creating a new world after the destruction of the old — 
and to recapture their vision of man as simultaneously 
great and wretched. 

But the phrase “creating a new world” has a paradoxical 
air and courts contradiction. I can imagine some disciple 
of that arch-enemy of romanticism, the late Professor 
Irving Babbitt, receiving with a skeptical smile the no¬ 
tion that there is any connection between romanticism 
and the creation of a social order. “Rousseau,” he 
would say, “Rousseau is the father of romanticism; no 
one disputes it. And Rousseau is also the father of anarchy, 
the destroyer of established social values, the scorner of 
civilization, the preacher of individualist license, the man 
who said ‘Back to Nature’ and who idolized the Noble 
Savage in hopes that we would once again take up savage 
ways. Moreover,” the anti-Rousseauist would add, “Rous¬ 
seau comes historically before the Revolution. He died 
eleven years before its outbreak and therefore can have 
felt none of the anxieties that assailed the men who came 
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fifty years later, after the Napoleonic Wars. Except for 
his sentimental yearnings, Rousseau’s work is wholly de¬ 
structive.” 

These are indeed the commonplaces of Rousseau criti¬ 
cism and there is only one thing the matter with them, 
namely, that apart from the dates involved, they are con¬ 
trary to fact. It may seem surprising that after a cen¬ 
tury and a half of writing and arguing, critical opinion 
about Rousseau should still be in the dark about what he 
meant. I incline to think that on the contrary it was to 
be expected: Rousseau and Romanticism have not yet 
become a part of the dead-and-buried past. They are still 
among our living concerns, as a single example will show. 
I have already hinted at it by questioning whether roman¬ 
ticism really had anything to do with fascism — the one 
tolerating individual diversity, the other being clearly a 
tyranny. Well, Rousseau has been embroiled in the same 
seeming contradiction. In Mr. Peter Drucker’s most recent 
book. The Future of Industrial Man, that excellent observer 
and critic entitles one of his chapters “From Rousseau to 
Hitler” and shows the modern German state as the natural 
outcome of Rousseau’s work. Nor is Mr. Drucker the 
only one to have discovered a direct line connecting the 
two. What does this mean? 

It means first of all that Rousseau’s influence has been so 
great that he has affected in one way or another all those 
who have come after; they use him, abuse him, and cite 
him, so that to speak of his influence without further word 
is not enough. We must know 'what influence: a would-be 
disciple may adopt the sentiments of one chapter or book; 
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another, those of another; yet the parts may belong to¬ 
gether and convey something different when so taken. 
With Rousseau and the romanticists, precisely because they 
are architects on the large scale, nothing less than the 
whole system will supply correct conclusions. 

But the uncertainty about Rousseau means something 
besides, which may be even more important. It means 
that because of his widespread influence, everybody thinks 
he knows what Rousseau said, without taking the pains 
to study him. He is hotly discussed and seldom read. There 
are libraryfuls of books about him, but not a dozen, per¬ 
haps, represent his views accurately. In the beginning his 
enemies were blinded by prejudice, and he has not yet 
been abused intelligently. With the weight of routine, the 
first crude notions have superimposed themselves upon 
the author’s text, so that when he says “white” everybody 
reads “black.” 

Forgetting catchwords for a moment, can we recover 
the feeling of Rousseau’s impact as if we were his con¬ 
temporaries or near successors in time? First of all, why 
should we be so angry —his critics always are —when 
speaking of him and his ideas? Because he was adopted by 
Robespierre and the Revolution, because he was of the 
eighteenth century and yet not with it; lastly, and perhaps 
mainly, because he wrote his Confessions, which a political 
theorist should never do. The man himself, or what we 
think is the man, stands between us and his ideas; for al¬ 
though no one is bound to like Rousseau, it is hard to resist 
impatient disgust on finding a man who has not even the 
grace to make his crimes splendid, but relates contemptible 
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faults such as we too, perhaps, have been guilty of; a man, 
in short, who thinks the truth important. On top of which, 
Rousseau pretends that he is a good man — obviously a 
contradiction; in fact, the contradiction we noted before 
between man’s consciousness and power of good and his 
frequent conviction of sin — a very Christian contradic¬ 
tion. 

But having read The Confessions, what do we gather 
from them beyond this opinion of the author about his 
ov P character? I will not speak for others, but it seems to 
me that this book contains an important and neglected clue, 
not only to Rousseau’s work, but to the history of the old 
regime. We can see from The Confessions that Rousseau 
was the only man of genius who traversed eighteenth-cen¬ 
tury society from the bottom to the top. He was the only 
one who did not take root and stay fixed. In the course of 
his career, he was by turns a vagrant, a seminarian, a suc¬ 
cessful composer, a hack musician, an artisan, the secretary 
to an ambassador, a servant who waited on table, a dis¬ 
tinguished man at the table of the great waited on by 
others, the protege of the nobility, the husband of an igno¬ 
rant working girl, the friend of Voltaire and the Ency¬ 
clopedists, the enemy of their atheism and frivolity, the 
bete noire of the Jesuits, a Protestant, a Catholic, a per¬ 
secuted Frenchman, and a patriotic citizen of Geneva. By 
the accident of fortune, Rousseau was outside the society 
that his mind examined and condemned. He was outside 
it, because he had passed through so many of its artificial 
niches; he got an anthropologist’s view of his culture, and 
that is why, belonging to the eighteenth century and using 
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eighteenth-century ways of arguing like any rationalist, 
he was bound to become the enemy of the philosophes, 
the prophet of revolution, and the creator of a new world. 

In short, Rousseau achieved by chance and genius that 
sense of primitive nakedness in the face of nature which 
Pascal had felt a hundred years before, and which the 
romanticists were to feel half a century later. But with 
them all it was of course a primitivism born of ethical 
judgment. None of them physically stood on barren ground 
amid heaps of literal ruins. There was to all appearances a 
flourishing civilization about them. Hence Voltaire’s anger 
at a man who seemed to be throwing overboard the gains of 
generations — for what? For an ideal order only dimly 
perceived in the future. But history proved Rousseau right 
about what was alive and what was dead. Mr. Drucker, 
who is, as we saw, an anti-Rousseauist, judges the situation 
as I do when he says: “They [the rationalists] tried to de¬ 
fine man as within the laws of physics. But Rousseau saw 
man as a political being acting upon impulse and emotion. 
. . . No doubt he knew more about politics and society 
than all the Enlighteners taken together. His view of man 
in society was realistic. . . .” 

If this is contrary to the usual view of Rousseau as a 
“visionary dreamer,” so much the worse for the usual view. 
It was rather Voltaire, Diderot, d’Alembert, and the rest 
— whose work we may still admire for its courage and 
intelligence — who were spinning the agreeable dream of 
painless improvement. They were of the past, doomed 
with the society in which they held the position of critical 
and destructive profiteers. 
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II 

Seeing Rousseau’s unique position as a man whose youth 
was of the Enlightenment but whose maturity was of a 
later age, we can now return to the catchwords associated 
with his ideas. The most famous is certainly “Back to 
Nature,” which is a very condensed way of putting Rous¬ 
seau’s objections to the artificialities of a superannuated 
regime. Rousseau never intended that we should go back 
to nature in the sense of living in caves and wearing skins. 
He clearly saw that this is neither possible nor desirable, but 
he also saw that the complication of life resulting from 
civilization disturbs or destroys in man something valuable; 
something that cannot be flouted with impunity. This he 
calls nature. He found, for example, that in his century chil¬ 
dren were dressed and reared as if they were miniature men; 
he found the mothers of the well-to-do classes sending their 
infants to baby farms, which resulted in neglect and high 
mortality; he found pregnant women lacing themselves in 
corsets. He saw a useless nobility and clergy. He saw a 
widening gap between idle rich and toiling poor. Tragic or 
trivial, these were social symptoms as indicative of the 
precarious state of France as the complex inefficiencies 
of public finance or the 285 different codes of custom law 
which defined the rights and controlled the relations of 
men. 

Now all this can be called artificiality and complexity 
without suggesting that its extreme opposite — the absence 
of all laws —is what Rousseau desires. But if he attacks 
existing conventions as artificial and yet declines to return 
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to savagery, what does he propose; what is a natural so¬ 
ciety? The symbol of the tree, which Rousseau often uses, 
gives us a standard by which to apprehend what he means 
by nature. The tree is a natural product. It remains natural 
even if “artificially” watered, and tended, and protected by 
the hand of man. But if the hand of man begins to twist 
the growing plant into fanciful shapes for topiary orna¬ 
ment, the tree suffers from artifice. It will not do to argue 
that storms and north winds will twist trees in nature 
itself. We recognize these as freaks, and so does the tree, 
which no matter how acted on always seeks to grow 
straight upward. In other words, what Rousseau means by 
nature is the given norm that we can discover under any 
deformation, like the eighteenth-century gentleman’s hair 
under his wig. 

This discovery of the “nature” of anything is always 
tentative, never absolute; but the desire to discover it is 
a guide which old civilizations generally neglect. Layer 
upon layer of convention acts as a cushion which society 
is reluctant to give up. He who proposes to strip off the 
upholstery and see whether the framework is still solid 
earns the name of anarchist, for it is always easier to combat 
the idea of man’s natural wants than to remake society and 
fulfill them. One of the anecdotes told of Voltaire expresses 
the contrasted viewpoints very neatly. A young man had 
written a bad book and was berated by the philosopher: 
“Why did you do it?” “A man has to live,” said the young 
man. “I don’t see the necessity,” retorted the old rational¬ 
ist. The rationalist is “rationally” right; there is no philo¬ 
sophical necessity at work to keep a young man from 
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starving. But there is something in a young man — Rousseau 
would call it his nature — that prompts him to use every 
means not to starve, even the desperate means of writing 
a bad book. 

Similarly with old-established societies that neglect the 
claims of whole classes of men to life, liberty, or the pursuit 
of happiness: Reason, custom, legality, are against any 
change. But something in mankind breaks through the 
crust. It is in pointing this out and in making plans for a 
now society that Rousseau is revolutionary, that he is an 
individualist and an apostle of freedom. He attacks legality 
in the name of human nature, just as men have always done 
when social conditions became absurd or unbearable or 
both. 

But he is far from attacking laws as such. The first sen¬ 
tence of Rousseau’s political treatise, the Social Contract, is 
often quoted in support of the view that he is an anarchist. 
That sentence runs: “Man is born free; and everywhere he 
is in chains.” That is to say, we can suppose the newborn 
infant to have no notion whether he is a prince or a pauper, 
but he grows up into one or the other. But do not go on to 
infer that Rousseau wants to break all chains. Read the 
next sentence: “One man thinks himself the master of 
others, but he is an even greater slave than they.” In other 
words, society binds us all in a'network of duties and 
compulsions. “How did this change come about?” asks 
Rousseau. “I do not know.” (Those who repeat that 
Rousseau believed in the historical existence of a social 
contract, please note.) “What can make it legitimate? 
That question I think I can answer.” 
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Rousseau’s Social Contract is thus an attempt to make 
clear under what conditions social chains are legitimate, to 
reconcile the rights of individuals and the requirements of 
society. Men have a will to be free (“To renounce liberty is 
to renounce being a man,” says Rousseau) but they are 
compelled by their nature to live together in society. So far 
from believing that society as such is bad, here is what 
Rousseau says about the passage from an imaginary pre¬ 
social condition to the civil state: It “produces a very re¬ 
markable change in man, by substituting justice for instinct 
in his conduct, and giving his actions the morality they had 
formerly lacked. Then only, when the voice of duty takes 
the place of physical impulses and the right of appetite, 
does man, who so far had considered only himself, find 
that he is forced to act on different principles, and to con¬ 
sult his reason before listening to his inclinations. Although 
in this state he deprives himself of some advantages which 
he got from nature, he gains in return others so great . . . 
that did not the abuses of this new condition often degrade 
him below that which he left, he would be bound to bless 
continually the happy moment which took him from it for 
ever, and, instead of a stupid and unimaginative animal, 
made him an intelligent being and a man.” 

Thus speaks the philosopher who is still universally be¬ 
lieved to have glorified instinct and repudiated reason, to 
have scorned society and urged the free pursuit of physical 
impulse. This is also the man whose works are widely sup¬ 
posed to be one long rhapsody, addressed to the emo¬ 
tions and defying sober analysis. But these are the imagin¬ 
ings of ignorance. Anyone who has the time to read the 
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123 small pages of the Social Contract will soon convince 
himself of this truth. He will find a closely reasoned and 
concisely put statement of what can make social com¬ 
pulsion legitimate, that is to say a statement of what con¬ 
stitutes the good society. 

But the bare words “social compulsion” and “legitimate 
chains” have frightened another group of critics — readers 
of Rousseau, but blind in one eye — who have decided that 
Rousseau’s Social Contract is simply a charter of despotism. 
In our day, it is these critics who find in Mussolini and Hit¬ 
ler the apt pupils of Rousseau. To clear up this further and 
contrary misrepresentation, one need not follow Rousseau’s 
tightly knit deductions about law and government. It is 
enough to say that he favored a mixed form which he 
called “elective aristocracy” and which corresponds to 
our modern representative systems. Pure democracy — the 
Swiss or the New England town meeting in which all 
citizens govern — he thought too pure for an imperfect 
world and unworkable on a large scale. 

Underlying these opinions are the more important prin¬ 
ciples applicable, in Rousseau’s view, to all governments. 
They are two in number — first that a true social order must 
“express the general will,” and second, that each citizen 
being “a member of the sovereign,” he obeys himself when 
he obeys the dictates of society. The abstract form of these 
propositions serves a double purpose. In an age of cen¬ 
sorship and persecution like the eighteenth century, the 
generalizing tone permitted Rousseau to make a covert 
attack on an absolute monarchy composed not of citizens 
but of subjects. Again, the theoretical form was a way of 
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providing for a variety of local situations. Rousseau was not 
dictating a form of government, but giving a statement of 
what an intellectually respectable society must live up to. 
No one can appreciate the need for first principles better 
than ourselves, living as we do in a time of violent up¬ 
heaval, of boasted new orders, and of liberal promises 
dictated by a sense of men’s natural wants. Rousseau’s out¬ 
line is 180 years old, but the four freedoms and the Atlantic 
Charter fit into it as if it had been penned yesterday. 

But what does Rousseau mean by the term “General 
Will”? It is easy enough for us to understand how society 
exists to guarantee individual rights, and why the concrete 
form of these rights must differ with different times and 
places, but how can the individual who finds himself in a 
minority, for instance, be said to obey himself? It seems as 
if, on the contrary, his wishes are being violated and his 
rights trampled upon. This is the hard nut to crack in any 
theory of government. The wishes of the governed and the 
good of the state are so often two separate things. To meet 
the difficulty, Rousseau distinguishes between the General 
Will, which is equivalent to the good of the state, and the 
Will of All, which is the majority opinion at any given 
time. At that given time, nobody can know absolutely what 
the good of the state is, and majority opinion must prevail. 
This opinion can turn out right or wrong. The test of it is 
pragmatic, it appears in the sequel. As an illustration, take 
Lincoln’s declaration of war on the seceding states. In 
Lincoln’s view, the decision to save the Union expressed the 
General Will, and we are now in a position to see that 
Lincoln was right. But the Will of All was by no means 
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unanimous. Against him were the secessionists and the 
anti-war group in the North. Lincoln had to levy war on 
the former and to use compulsion on the latter. He had, 
in Rousseau’s words, “to force them to be free.” It was 
equivalent to saying: “You will wish to have done this, 
therefore I am forcing you to do it now while there is yet 
time.” 

This is the point where Rousseau’s accusers charge him 
with propounding a tyrannical doctrine. The answer to the 
charge is that any doctrine can be put to bad uses. The 
parables of Christ became text and pretext for the In¬ 
quisition. In Rousseau, the whole bent of the argument 
shows that the outcome he desires is the utmost individual 
freedom; or, better put, the utmost degree of individual 
self-direction and self-control. As G. D. H. Cole has said: 
“He takes his stand on the nature of human freedom; on 
this he bases his whole system, making the will of the 
members the sole basis of every society.” Will, here, is the 
opposite of force, which, as Rousseau takes pains to point 
out, creates no right. 

But Rousseau is above all a concrete thinker who does not 
for a moment forget the existence in society of conflicting 
wills. He is not content, like the later Utilitarians, to offer as 
a guide an empty “greatest good of the greatest number,” 
nor, like the Marxists, to assume that the interests of one 
class can automatically represent the interests of all. Con¬ 
sequently he suggests as a guide the notion of a General 
Will which ideally expresses the will of each individual in 
the society. In practice, the opinion that prevails is most 
often a compromise that satisfies no one fully, though it is 
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more acceptable to each than any one of the conflicting 
wills: hence its name of general will. 

The fact that such a will can only be roughly ascertained 
puts the political problem as k is and as it ever will be. 
There is no way of bridging this gap between theory and 
practice, but the recognition of its existence is the only 
way to reduce it to a minimum. Just as the imperfect 
efficiency of a steam engine does not invalidate the theory 
of mechanics, but, on the contrary, knowledge of theory 
improves the construction of steam engines, so does Rous¬ 
seau’s theory serve the ends of practical government. 

What makes it hard to think of Rousseau as both rea¬ 
sonable and creative, revolutionary and practical, is that 
we approach him with a series of unhistorical images in 
our mind’s eye. We think of him as “a romanticist who 
loved country walks,” and we jump to the conclusion that 
he could not see reality; we think of him as an old man with 
a persecution mania and this blinds us to the thousands of 
accurate observations that he made — not only in political 
science, but in education, philosophy, botany, and music. 
We are not prepared, in short, for a many-sided genius 
when we have been told to expect a vague rhetorician. Per¬ 
haps ignorance is a good preparation for only a very few 
pursuits. Many people seem to think, for example, that 
Rousseau invented the Social Contract theory and that it 
proves him a fool, when as a matter of fact it is as old as 
Aristotle, and Rousseau used it because it was the stock-in- 
trade of political theorists for two hundred years before 
his time. 

Other critics show by their remarks that they think John 
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Locke, because he was an Englishman, and Montesquieu, 
because he was a lawyer, were more “hardheaded” than 
Rousseau. But Locke’s timidity and inconsequence do not 
bear comparison with Rousseau’s grasp of fact, any more 
than does the sentimental utopianism which Montesquieu 
displays whenever he leaves ancient times. Rousseau, to be 
sure, owes something to both Locke and Montesquieu, but 
he belongs to the greater tradition of Hobbes and Machia- 
velli, whom he supplements and perfects by showing that 
they do not go far enough. They show the necessity of 
government at all costs; he shows the possibility of recon¬ 
ciling government with liberty — this is his distinctive con¬ 
tribution, and that is why no one who reads all three and 
bears in mind the historical conditions affecting their aims 
can possibly see fascist tyranny as the logical upshot of their 
doctrines. 

But let us have no misunderstanding. I am speaking and 
have been speaking of political theory. When, in order to 
take up the challenge of Rousseau’s detractors, I refer to 
fascist doctrine, I mean its political methods: force, ar¬ 
bitrariness, the war against individual expression upon the 
General Will, and so on. Insofar as totalitarianism asserts 
the need of satisfying neglected human wants, it is of 
course in the tradition of Rousseau, and so are we ourselves 
when we proclaim the four freedoms or quote the preamble 
of the Declaration of Independence. The whole quarrel 
in political science is about the way to reconcile the legiti¬ 
mate demands of the individual and the legitimate require¬ 
ments of the group. And on this point we should observe • 
that Rousseau, like most of the Romanticists, is a proponent 
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of balance — of contradiction, if you will — rather than 
of unity achieved at the expense of one or the other legiti¬ 
mate claim: proof enough that the romantic style of doing 
things is precisely the opposite of the fascist. 

in 

The subject of Rousseau and Modern Tyranny should 
by now be disposed of. But Rousseau is not the only po¬ 
litical philosopher of romanticism laboring under a cloud. 
Fichte and Hegel are often made to share his guilt, and if 
nowadays we hear less than we used to about Edmund 
Burke’s “reactionary thought,” it is perhaps only because 
the theme has become somewhat wearisome even to self¬ 
repeating liberals. 

This is not the place to give a full account of Burke’s 
or Fichte’s and Hegel’s ideas on government, nor are my 
remarks those of a disciple. There is much to object to in 
their doctrines, but before criticizing any doctrine it must 
be seen in something like historical perspective. What is 
that perspective? At first blush, Burke and Rousseau are op¬ 
posites. Burke attacks Rousseau by name in the Reflections 
on the French Revolution as one of those abstract politicians 
who think they can create governments on paper. Since 
Burke fought the French Revolution and Rousseau has been 
said to have caused it, the two men must be genuine an¬ 
tagonists. But they also have been classed together as ro¬ 
manticists. Which of these two connections is the more 
fundamental? 

There is no question that Rousseau is building a new 
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society from the ground up, and we have just seen in what 
sense this is true. Burke, on the other hand, sees history as 
the only maker and remaker of societies. For him the con¬ 
tinuity of tradition, the link between one generation and the 
next, are such compelling forces that he must be a rash 
man who would cut them asunder and leave himself de¬ 
fenseless in the face of nature. To state this is to show the 
fundamental point on which Burke and Rousseau agree: 
their view of man is the same — a concrete creature ex- 
istiiig in a particular environment, shaped by nature and by 
history, dependent for his very existence upon the existence 
of society, and yet having to change social forms as time 
and need require. 

When the Revolution broke out, Burke watched its first 
steps with approval. He believed the French monarchy 
badly in need of reforms, but slow ones, a few at a time, 
and guided by experienced legislators. His approval turned 
to disgust and despair when he saw what he thought was 
reckless upheaval. Thirty years before, Rousseau had said: 
“How can a blind multitude, which often does not know 
what it wills, because it rarely knows what is good for it, 
carry out for itself so great and difficult an enterprise as a 
system of legislation? . . . This makes a legislator neces¬ 
sary.” Both Burke and Rousseau grapple with the problem 
of making changes, but whereas Burke thought them 
feasible by an alteration in tradition, Rousseau, closer to 
the source of the evils, knew that the monarchies them¬ 
selves were bringing about their own death. One must agree 
with him that revolutions are far more the work of those in 
power than of those who seek to gain it; and Burke’s no- 
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tions of what could have been done in France were in fact 
illusory. 

But it is not difficult to see why the two men judged 
the case so differently. Burke was accustomed to the British 
method of appealing to the historic rights of Englishmen. 
He thought it dangerous to appeal to natural rights which 
everybody knew were convenient fictions. What Burke 
forgot was that the appeal to historical rights is just as great 
a fiction. When Sir Edward Coke argued for Parliament 
against the King in 1634, he had to invent Magna Carta. I 
mean by this that he took one of a series of documents 
having little or no applicability to the case in hand and 
manufactured the relevance. “How much better,” you may 
say, “than having a revolution.” Yes, but six years after 
Coke, the English had their revolution, followed in due 
course by dictatorship and military rule under Cromwell. 
Moreover, Rousseau’s horizon was a little wider than Sir 
Edward Coke’s. Suppose a people has not even a Magna 
Carta to twist to new uses. What historical rights can it 
appeal to? Those of Englishmen? They have no validity 
outside England. No, if the whole world is some day to be 
free and well-governed, as Rousseau hoped, the appeal can 
only be to natural, that is to say, universal rights. 

Although the divergent procedures that seem proper to 
Rousseau and Burke can be explained by their respective 
interpretations of history, in both of them the organic as 
opposed to the mechanical character of the state is as¬ 
serted. Burke stresses the genetic aspect of continuity: the 
state lives in its subjects, who inherit it as well as con¬ 
tinually re-create it. Rousseau stresses the function of 
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the will of the citizens: they are responsible human be¬ 
ings in whom all sorts of conflicting impulses have to 
be harmonized, and the state is the greater harmony ex¬ 
pressing the equally conflicting wills of its members. This 
goes counter to the rationalist hope of devising “a few 
simple laws” that every sensible man will respect. Against 
the notion of abstract Man, both Burke and Rousseau — 
and later de Maistre — maintain the reality of diverse men. 
We find Rousseau blaming Peter the Great for having tried 
to make Englishmen and Frenchmen of his subjects when 
he ought to have made Russians. For this very reason 
Rousseau refused to propose a best form of government 
for all mankind, and when consulted by Count Wielhorski 
on a proper constitution for Poland, he gave him advice 
that Burke would have approved, that is to say, advice at 
once practical and principled. 

Burke’s position, then, does not contradict Rousseau’s; 
it parallels and adds to it by supplying all the color of 
history and example which Rousseau’s strictly theoretical 
design did not permit him to use. But this did not prevent 
Rousseau’s influence from reaching men who were steeped 
in historical considerations, and indeed caught in historical 
catastrophes. I refer particularly to Fichte and Hegel, and 
more widely to the German School now so roundly abused. 

The principal charge against them is that they desired a 
strong, unshakable state and preached the submission of the 
individual to it. They drew the idea of submission from 
Rousseau, we are told, and they drew the idea of the im¬ 
mortal state, greater than the individual, from Burke: ro¬ 
manticists all. Quite so. But one is entitled to ask what other 
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theoretical choices men can make, given the facts. Does 
not the state survive the individual? And is it not a source 
of protection to those living and to be born? If so, is not 
submission to the state desirable, as well as essential to its 
continuance? These principles are not specifically Ger¬ 
manic or romantic, even though they may have been made 
most explicit in romantic Germany. Our error is to sup¬ 
pose that the principle of coercion necessarily means 
wicked, unjust, inhuman coercion. In democracy as we 
understand it, the compulsion of the laws, the right of 
eminent domain, the imposition of taxes and military serv¬ 
ice, sometimes even the enforcement of vaccination and 
other health measures, are so many applications of the 
principle that the state can, does, and must coerce the indi¬ 
vidual. 

The difference between one state and another consists 
in the degree to which this coercion follows general rules, 
and further, in the degree to which the general rules are 
made by those to whom they apply. Without going into the 
details of political programs, it can be said that nowhere 
in Fichte or Hegel is there anything to indicate that they 
favored arbitrariness and despotism. On the contrary, the 
ideas they inherited from the Enlightenment, plus those 
that they acquired direct from Rousseau or from him 
through Kant, made them veritable pillars of liberty and 
moral righteousness. So true is this that for thirty years 
after his death, Hegel was considered throughout reaction¬ 
ary Europe as a dangerous liberal and a fomenter of revo¬ 
lution on behalf of the common man. If subsequently his 
insistence on a cohesive state was used by others to estab- 



46 Romanticism and the Modern Ego 

lish tyranny, the utmost guilt with which he can be 
charged is that of overemphasis. 

But there is even a good reason why Hegel, Fichte, and 
their peers committed this error. They had before them 
the very menace of despotism which we face again today. 
They had Napoleon, and Napoleon had to be dealt with. 
It was the need to defeat him that lent to their utterances 
that harsh militant tone. Napoleon was the tyrant, the 
aggressor, the man who tramped in and out of Germany 
at will, who dethroned kings and enslaved provinces. To 
defeat him and drive him out was the first dictate of self- 
respect. Hence Fichte’s Addresses to the German Nation, 
Stein’s great internal reforms, and the resulting wars of 
Liberation waged from 1806 to 1813. The times called for 
unity, a strong state, the merging of individual interests into 
a common overruling purpose. 

Remember that culturally, and not merely politically, 
Germany had suffered French overlordship for a century 
and a half. In these historical circumstances, freedom could 
only mean political and cultural nationalism. When Fichte 
said that there would never be a cultural Germany until 
there was a political Germany, he was speaking from ex¬ 
perience and without aggressive purpose. But a territory 
cannot be freed from enemy occupation without aggression; 
so that practical necessity grafted aggression upon a move 
toward freedom. When we ask what Fichte’s ultimate goal 
was, we find that he hoped the human race would some 
day unite itself into a single political body, in which the 
benefits of culture would be extended to all without dis¬ 
tinction. 
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Again, when Hegel summarizes the course of history as 
a progress in three stages toward freedom — first the stage 
of the Oriental despot who alone is free; then that of the 
ancient city-state, where only the masters of slaves are free; 
finally the modern period when all men are free — there 
is no reason to suppose that he was insincere and secretly 
plotting the enslavement of the world. On the contrary, in 
his Philosophy of Right, published in 1821, he demanded 
representative institutions for his country — a full gen¬ 
eration before they were granted. In the year of his death, 
an article of his on the then pending English Reform Bill 
was suppressed by the Prussian censorship. He cannot there¬ 
fore have been what he has often passed for — a Prussian 
propagandist. His final view of the state was very explicit. 
Since the time of the Revolution, he believed, the peoples 
of Europe had become deaf to the voice of freedom and had 
swung from mob tyranny to princely despotism. A settled, 
conservative order was therefore the first requisite of 
freedom. 

All this may readily be admitted by someone who, like 
myself, is repelled by Hegel’s philosophy as a whole. But 
there is more to say, for with a bland disregard of the facts, 
many among us have come to believe that, right or wrong, 
all German political theory is for the state and against the 
individual. This overlooks the tradition begun in the 1790’s 
by Wilhelm von Humboldt’s Treatise on the Limits of 
State Action, to which John Stuart Mill expressed in¬ 
debtedness for his own Essay on Liberty half a century 
later. Immediately after Humboldt came Kant’s outspoken 
and courageous tract on Religion, which contains the 
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axiom that “men only become ripe for liberty when they 
are set free.” Kant’s next political work was his Philosophy 
of Laiv, dealing, among other things, with the individual’s 
inalienable rights, of which one of the most important is 
to be considered an end in himself and not a means to an 
end; and this was followed by the famous Project for 
Perpetual Peace — so famous that few people know how 
practical some of its provisions about diplomacy, arma¬ 
ments, finance, and foreign intervention really are. 

From Kant, the true liberal tradition passed into the 
hands of the historian and politician Dahlmann, v/hose 
writings animated the generation that strove to win repre¬ 
sentative government and failed in the Assembly of 1848. 
It is from this failure that sprang the contrary movement 
toward the absolute state. Its first theoretical outline was 
given by Treitschke in i860, and its definitely militaristic 
contents were not added by him until after Bismarck’s 
successful war against Austria six years later. There are 
undoubtedly some points in common between the theories 
of Treitschke and his followers, on the one hand, and those 
of the generation of Kant, Fichte, and Hegel: they all 
write about the State, for one thing; but the emphasis, the 
final goal, and the means are nonetheless radically different 
in the two groups. Nowhere in the earlier men do you 
find individual freedom held negligible and aggrandizement 
and war held up as ultimate goods in themselves. Which 
leaves as the single important idea held in common the so- 
called mystical view of the state — a view which the liberals 
of either period naturally did not share. But what does it 
mean to accuse a man of being mystical about govern- 
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merit? Searching as they did for a metaphysical absolute, 
we are told, the conservative romanticists found it em¬ 
bodied in the state. And they proceeded to worship that 
very earthly institution to the detriment of Habeas Corpus 
and the Bill of Rights. 

This is a true indictment of certain extremists, like Adam 
Muller, whose importance in his own day has of late been 
much exaggerated. But for the sake of argument, let us 
admit the charge as true for all the conservative school and 
see what the alternatives are. I shall take up later the curious 
fact that so many modern objectors to this particular ab¬ 
solute cherish one of their own which they would strictly 
enforce if they could. At this point I would only draw 
attention to the fact that it is not only Germans and ro¬ 
mantics who have waxed mystical about human govern¬ 
ment. All ancient classical peoples made religion and the 
state one institution. Later it was Bossuet, a French Catholic 
Bishop in the classical seventeenth century, who gave the 
best account of the divine right of kings. In England, 
Hobbes, who was neither royalist nor Parliamentarian, 
called the state “a mortall god” and was in such awe of it 
that he forbade revolution. Burke’s feeling was only a little 
more secular, yet he has never been accused of wanting to 
replace the Constitution by a tyranny. 

Nor were these mere superstitious beliefs, for what the 
divine-right theory of kingship expresses is the double 
mystery of society’s being and beginning. It is because no 
one can explain its beginning, and because this unknowable 
origin must nonetheless be discussed, that a “state of nature” 
and a “social contract” were invented, long before Rous- 
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seau. It is because the bare continuance of society is no 
less a mystery that its divine character has so often been 
proclaimed. Who but a god could ordain a condition of 
things in which a few rule the unruly many and use the 
strength of the many to accomplish it, the whole arrange¬ 
ment resting upon a tacit faith which is stronger than any 
laws and yet which a moment’s disorder may shatter be¬ 
yond repair? No wonder that from the dawn of humanity, 
peoples have worshiped their kings and lawgivers, and 
that in more modern times secular thought has transferred 
the worship to the abstract marvel of the machine. To this 
day, and for the same reasons, the question whether any 
government can subsist without a common religion — by 
which I do not mean a common theology — remains an 
open one. 

The romanticists had seen the breaking of nations and 
the tumbling down of kings and thrones. Historically they 
were quite exactly in the position of Hobbes. Some of them 
were tempted like him to sink their whole faith in the 
state, provided a strong and just one could be created. They 
knew how a society went to pieces and what had previously 
held it together, namely, mysterious custom. They knew 
that force alone could hold nothing — witness Napoleon; 
but that heroism and leadership could be binding examples 
to a given nation — again, witness Napoleon. 

After Napoleon, kings had lost their prestige and sover¬ 
eignty had descended to the peoples of Europe. Who would 
lead them and according to what rules? The voice of the 
people was ever the voice of God, but now more than ever 
there was need for a protecting order — chartered, con- 
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stitutional — which would resolve man’s primitive distress: 
alone, he is wretched and weak; in society his individual 
powers are released and multiplied; he can be not only 
strong but happy. He can purge his selfishness through de¬ 
votion to tasks that transcend his short life and temporary 
interests. The state, in brief, can become an object of 
worship like any other, and as such can direct the energies 
of men. The use that is made of these energies, and not the 
fact of their having been directed, is the pragmatic test by 
which a nation can be judged. The error of linking 
Rousseau with modern tyranny, like the error of linking 
Romanticism with modern Germany, consists in neglecting 
this test, while recklessly filling the broad principles of 
philosophers with the particular contents of subsequent 
history. 



3 . The Classic Objection 


So far, two conclusions have emerged from our concern 
with romanticism. One is that it is a complex movement, 
whose direct connection with any doctrine in our own 
day cannot be asserted offhand or lightheartedly. The other 
is that romanticism has to do with creating a new society 
different from its immediate forerunner. Since we our¬ 
selves are living in an epoch of travail, perhaps of creation, 
and since we fear what we are pleased to call a new ro¬ 
manticism, we must, before going any further, attend to 
the pre- or anti-romantic outlook; the old order which 
romanticism left behind when it repudiated — as the phrase 
goes — classicism and rationalism. 

Given the native absolutism of the human mind, we may 
take it for granted that every epoch looks for unity — 
unity within the human breast and unity in the institutions 
sheltering man. Now the straightest path to unity is to 
choose from all possible ways of living those that seem to 
the ruling powers most profitable, most sensible, most gen¬ 
eral; and to enforce these as a code for public and private 
behavior. The laws soon give rise to attitudes by which 
any man may shape his feelings, and this in turn brings 
about a ready understanding among men. For no matter 
how arbitrary, conventions are useful and can be relied 
upon in proportion as they are held inviolable. 
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Such a system produces stability in the state and with it 
all the attributes of the static: fixed grandeur, dignity, 
authority, and high polish; while in the individual it pro¬ 
duces morality and peace by showing him that values are 
rooted in the universe, rather than dependent upon his 
fallible and changing judgment. This, I take it, is the view 
of life properly called “classic,” irrespective of whether it 
was enforced upon Europe under Louis XIV, or is ad¬ 
vocated at Chicago by the classic-minded neo-Thomists. 
It is an attractive view and it draws out the best in those 
who make themselves its master-builders. It calls for in¬ 
telligence, discipline, unselfish renunciation of private de¬ 
sires, a sense of social solidarity, and punctilious behavior 
towards other members of one’s own caste. 

From these premises, it follows that everything the ro¬ 
manticist thinks and does is wrong: far from taking the 
short cut to unity and peace, he insists on the reality of 
double-mindedness and self-contradiction. He rejects the 
simple conventions that bind men together and prefers hu¬ 
man diversity. Sharply aware of his own desires, he argues 
that the social rule is oppressive and unjust, so that he be¬ 
comes, potentially at least, a public anarchist. Being an 
anarchist in an anarchical world, he must place a high 
value on effort, strife, energy. He is therefore in the po¬ 
sition of constantly bewailing a condition for which he is 
solely to blame. And the last consolation is denied him, for 
having refused all help from social conventions, his art, 
philosophy, and religion are bound to remain diversified, 
many-shaped, chaotic — hence unsatisfying. 

This, I believe, is a fair copy of the classic objection — 
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classic because it has been so often uttered and because it 
has been uttered in the name of classicism. Let each one 
search into his own mind and see whether the sentiments 
aroused by the word “classical” are not indeed those of 
repose and serenity, while the connotations of “romantic” 
spell restlessness and disorder. It is perhaps inevitable that 
something of these associations should always cling to 
these two words; but it is desirable for the moment to 
make a conscious effort at forgetting them, in order to 
look upon both classicism and romanticism historically. 
Instead of two neatly paired abstractions, of two con¬ 
trasted ideals falling into familiar formulas, consider clas¬ 
sicism and romanticism as recurring facts. Try moreover 
to imagine some concrete case for every generality and to 
generalize from the examples we are about to take up. 

For the contrast I began by describing is obviously and 
falsely heightened. It takes the ideal perfection of classicism 
and matches it with the concrete imperfection of roman¬ 
ticism. If the comparison were historically fair, we should 
properly expect the men of a classical age to be as com¬ 
pletely happy as it is possible for humans to be; and we 
should expect the men of a romantic age to kill themselves 
en masse, like lemmings. But this has never happened. The 
wails of the classical gentlemen about existence differ in 
tone, but not in subject matter, from those of the roman¬ 
ticists; and beneath the difference in tone we shall find 
certain facts which are a better test of cultural meanings 
than any number of routine antitheses about the classicist 
and the romanticist. 

To begin with, the opponents of romanticism are strong 
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on generalities but rather weak on particular cases. This is 
indeed consistent with their other tastes which incline them 
to classicism. It is because they are bewildered by roman¬ 
ticist concreteness and diversity that they seek refuge in 
the simplicity which classicism achieves by generalizing 
and abstracting. And here comes the pragmatic test: how 
far can abstracting and generalizing be carried as a device 
for organizing society? Clearly some unity of opinion, 
some common ground, is indispensable to every social 
order. Romanticism does not deny it, either in theory or 
in practice. The romanticists may have defied certain con¬ 
ventions, but they did not go about naked. They praised 
originality but they did not talk each in his own private 
language. But suppose for the sake of illustration that on 
the basis of this minimum degree of uniformity my desire 
should be to abstract and generalize, in order to build a 
stable classical order. I thereupon decree that Man is a 
clothed creature, whose proper, natural, logical language 
is French. How far can I go without meeting some actual 
instance that defies my universal rule? The world being 
what it is, not very far. There are then two choices open: 
one is to remove the exception by pretending that it does 
not count; the other is to remove it by enforcing con¬ 
formity. 

My supposition, incidentally, is not so fantastic as it 
seems. It is neither a straw man nor an imaginary instance, 
but simply one feature of the historic ideal embodied in 
seventeenth-century French classicism. The absolutist tem¬ 
per of that century removed the “exception” of the un¬ 
clothed man by calling him a savage “who does not count,” 
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while the unorthodox habit of speaking a foreign tongue 
was removed by declaring French the universal language 
and successfully imposing it on all Europe. 

This suggests that if a just comparison is to be made 
with the historic romanticists, we must look not at a the¬ 
oretical classicism found in books or fancied in ancient 
Greece, but at an actual classicism found at work in modern 
history. This is another way of saying that we must look 
behind the Versailles fagade of the Age of Louis XIV, with 
its alliance between an absolute monarchy and an absolute 
church, and assess the half-century 1661-1715, with its 
systematic enforcement of order in manners, behavior, 
language, art, and thought. This classical age followed ap¬ 
propriately upon a period of political disorders, national 
disunity, and dynastic troubles. Once established, it en¬ 
tered upon a career of territorial aggrandizement and it 
spread its culture by snobbery and force of arms to the 
rest of Europe. The pattern of conformity came to England 
with the restored Stuarts who had lived in exile at the 
French court; and everywhere in the following century it 
evolved into a cosmopolitan classicism, during which its 
ideals became less and less compelling or productive, until 
the ground was cleared for the romantic revival. 

This very brief history of a modern classicism treats it 
as it were from outside. Within, the first important fact 
confronting us is that classicism must begin by making, by 
manufacturing, its unity. Then when this artificial unity 
has been enforced long enough to have become habitual, 
classicism pretends that it has been found ready-made in 
nature. This explains why the classical period used the two 
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words Reason and Nature interchangeably, and why the 
romanticists, in repudiating classical Reason, had to give 
Nature an entirely different meaning. 

What lent support to the seventeenth-century view that 
reason and nature are one is that the classical scheme of 
society coincided with a great scientific epoch; an epoch, 
moreover, specializing upon the one branch of science 
most congenial to the classical temper. I mean mathematics. 
For mathematics also abstracts and generalizes and yields 
simplicity and certainty while appearing to find these 
ready-made in nature. Seeing the beautiful demonstrations 
of Descartes and Newton as they pointed to the heavens, 
the great classical minds sought to rival this perfection and 
simplicity on earth. Philosophers used the geometrical 
method to arrive at moral and religious truth; social scien¬ 
tists reduced government to mechanics; the tragic muse 
imitated the tight deductive gait of Euclid; and I am not 
merely playing upon words when I say that poetry itself 
adopted one common meter as if scientific accuracy de¬ 
pended upon it. In all the imponderables of life, conduct, 
and art, the test was no longer the flexible, “Is it good, true, 
or beautiful for such and such a purpose?” but “Is it cor¬ 
rect?” 

As the classicists are wont to boast, the tremendous pres¬ 
sure of all these restrictions and rigidities produced some 
magnificent expressions of human genius. Racine and Boi- 
leau, Dryden, Swift and Pope, Lully, Handel and Rameau, 
the English portraitists and the French landscape school, 
created an abundance of great works to which we return 
with ever-renewed pleasure and admiration. 
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Yet there is to this brilliant period a darker and a neg¬ 
lected side. It is surely no accident that Pascal’s Thoughts, 
written at the height of classicism, but undermining it, 
should begin with a distinction between the geometrical 
mind and the intuitive. Pascal’s actual phrase to express the 
latter is esprit de finesse, which means the ability to dis¬ 
tinguish and deal with concrete things, with living beings, 
as against the geometrician’s ability to juggle with abstrac¬ 
tions and definitions of the nonexistent. The geometrician’s 
universe is articulate, colorless, and clear-cut; the esprit de 
finesse on the contrary sees the color, continuity, and in¬ 
definiteness of things. The esprit de finesse, in short, is the 
instrument of romanticist perception, though romanticism 
does not necessarily begin and end in the realm of concrete 
detail. 

Both types of mind contrasted by Pascal are capable of 
subtlety and greatness, but the geometrician works in a 
closed universe, limited by his own axioms and definitions; 
the romanticist works in an open universe, limited by con¬ 
crete imperfections — imperfections which have not all 
been charted, which may change, and which need not be 
the same for all men. Classicism is geometrical in its as¬ 
sumption that human shortcomings must be disregarded in 
order to be corrected, correctness being stated in the form 
of an exact rule. Romanticism is finesse in the belief that 
exactitude is but a guiding concept, less important than 
fact, and never worthy of receiving human sacrifices. 
Classicism is therefore stability within known limits; ro¬ 
manticism is expansion within limits known and unknown. 

A snap judgment at this point would probably still incline 
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us toward the classical as meeting more nearly the require¬ 
ments of such a wayward creature as man. Since man wants 
certainty and stability, it seems better to have known limits 
and known ways of moving towards them. As a seven¬ 
teenth-century English poet, Robert Herrick, phrased it 
under the title “Rules for Our Reach”: — 

Men must have bounds how farre to walk; for we 
Are made farre worse by lawless liberty. 

But does a geometrical order yield stability when im¬ 
posed on life? The question can only be answered by com¬ 
paring this same seventeenth century, as it was, with the 
agreeable fictions that are current about it. Modern critics 
who are avowed enemies of our century and the last, yearn 
for the classical order as having given to the best men full 
scope, high honors, and true peace. Under classical rules, 
they say, the artist is not a rebel at war with society and 
his public; he satisfies the public taste and is a willing sup¬ 
porter of the established regime. Under classical morality, 
the good man is reasonably happy; he is not, as with us, 
driven by the chaos of manners and codes into anarchism 
and fanatical efforts at reform. Lastly, under classical reli¬ 
gion, the human mind finds an unshakable embodiment of 
its own permanent values, making impossible that modern 
freakishness or irresponsibility of belief which turns every 
man into a puzzle or threat to every other man and robs the 
state of all cohesiveness. In a word, the classical order is pro¬ 
posed to us as an infallible balance wheel to steady the 
human emotions. 

But on looking at the classical centuries in detail, one 
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is struck by the amount and kind of ill-repressed human 
feeling beneath the crust of serenity and politeness. The 
number of converts to the forbidden religion of tears, self¬ 
mortification, and enthusiasm which goes by the name of 
Pietism was considerable. They include Pascal, Racine, and 
Fenelon. The names of Mme. Guy on and of the convent 
of Port-Royal will suggest many more; and a famous chap¬ 
ter in Voltaire’s Age of Louis XIV will tell you in a satirical 
vein about the unhappy quarrels and tribulations of those 
the historian mocks as fools and bigots. Far from keeping 
a religious balance, Louis XIV and Mme. de Maintenon 
themselves ended their reign as extremists in superstition 
and devoutness, an excess which swung the next century 
into libertinism and atheism. 

As for the standard comparison between the classical 
geniuses, thoroughly in harmony with their age, and the 
romantic rebels divorced from their society, it is simply 
contrary to fact. To take France alone, the first case we 
meet is Corneille’s compulsory retirement after his quarrel 
with the Academy. Some may feel that Corneille was a 
belated romanticist harking back to the Renaissance. We 
must then recall Racine’s struggles with his critics and the 
cabals which cut off his career at thirty-eight. Another 
genius, La Fontaine, was forgiven his nonconformity only 
because he seemed a child, a “natural,” who loved the 
woods, and would not be acclimated to the only classical 
life —city life. Moliere himself, supposedly the great in¬ 
terpreter of classical moderation and social sense, harbored 
a dissenter within. It was the dissenter who created the 
Alceste of the Misanthrope in his own image, who main- 
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tained the tradition of popular speech against refined dic¬ 
tion, and whose death robbed the world of a satire on the 
highest classical product, the courtier. 

The poets were not alone in feeling out of joint with the 
times. What we find among the philosophers, from Des¬ 
cartes to Voltaire, is one long story of persecution and flight 
from authority, only a little less violent than the harrying 
out of the Huguenots after the Revocation of the Edict of 
Nantes. 

Because of the force of authority in all departments of 
classic life, it has become a commonplace that the romantic 
cry for freedom reveals an egotist. We take it for granted 
that the clas.sic ego is silent if not subdued. But this is mere 
forgetfulness on our part. Compare the prefaces of Boi- 
leau, a classicist, with those of Victor Hugo, a romanticist. 
Contrary to your expectations, you will find that whereas 
Hugo is chiefly concerned with the principles of the artistic 
battle he is waging, Boileau seems to be interested only in 
reporting the praise that has been lavished on him and in 
disputing the statements of fault-finding critics. Hugo is 
“objective,” historical-minded, occasionally grandiloquent; 
Boileau is “subjective,” autobiographical, downright pet¬ 
tish. Or again, turn to Racine’s prefaces — there are usually 
two to each play, the first rather grumpy and quarrelsome 
about the play’s reception, which was seldom satisfactory; 
the second more complacent, because, after all, Racine 
knows what he is worth. 

I am not saying, of course, that Racine and Boileau were 
egomaniacs. I believe rather that the reason their egotism 
seems so personal and small is to be found in the very 
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nature of the classical scheme of things. It is the worst of 
fhe classicist beliefs that all true judgments are absolute 
and universal. As the King rules, so is the law. By exten¬ 
sion, what is decreed by that vague abstraction, polite 
society, must be correct; for standards are common and 
public and there is no such thing as individual taste. In 
reality the polite world is a single cabal or critic. Hence any 
attack on an artist is fraught for him with grave conse¬ 
quences. Unless repelled it may mean ostracism because 
society pretends to be unanimous. In any case it means 
battle, which explain? the fate of Corneille and Racine, and 
the narrow escapes of Moliere and La Fontaine. Indeed, the 
story of Poussin’s or Bernini’s misadventures with official¬ 
dom, and the function of the Royal Academy under the 
dictatorship of the First Painter to the King, Charles Le¬ 
brun, form a tale of coercion, jealousy, subservience, and 
war against all but mediocre talents, such as must give 
pause to the most sanguine neo-classicists. Pascal himself was 
not secure in private retreat from a classical church and 
state jealous of all individualism. 

In other words, the classical hierarchy maintains an un¬ 
ruffled front behind which all the fighting passions of men 
go on just as usual. But these passions take an especially 
heavy toll because there is no legitimate shelter in some 
other group — a second, or third, or fourth party — based 
on diverse interests and tastes. For the artist, the classic 
society is like a disunited family that is compelled to live 
together in a single room. There is hatred but no fair field 
for it. At the same time the issues lack magnitude; they are 
personalities. To read the memoirs of Saint-Simon gives one 
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a painful impression of frivolity, even of immaturity at the 
root of the system. His admirably drawn figures are like 
schoolboys, kicking and cuffing one another under the 
table while the royal master is not looking. 

II 

These conflicts of authority and individual wills are not 
peculiar to classicism; only their form, and the pretense 
that no conflict is there. All of which naturally brings up 
the classical antithesis between Reason and Emotion. With 
its bent towards social unanimity how does classicism cope 
with man’s emotions? Classicism does not of course deny 
their existence. It merely says that for the sake of decency 
certain feelings only can be exhibited — pleasure, amuse¬ 
ment, ridicule, surprise, a few others — and these in their 
mildest form. For the same reason, gestures, fervor, eccen¬ 
tricity, must be suppressed, so that the social stage — the 
salon or the court — shall be peopled by human beings who 
will resemble perfectly smooth, round, and well-lubricated 
ball bearings. With this ideal, incidentally, go some ad¬ 
mirable rules of conversation which it would be well for 
modern man to meditate. But the trouble with the social 
device of repression throughout is, again, that there is no 
outlet, no elsewhere, for the force generated by pressure 
to expend itself, either harmlessly or productively. 

This force, it may be said, has no right to intrude itself 
on society’s attention. It is for the individual to dispose of 
it, since it is, by definition, irrational. More than that, it is 
the Irrational. Granted. But it is precisely called the Irra- 



64 Romanticism and the Modern Ego 

tional because it cannot be argued out of existence, “it” 
being made up of ineradicable tendencies that accompany 
all life. Abstract reason is here simply irrelevant. Rather 
we must look for the socially accepted channels that may 
help drain off these energies. Whether admitted or con¬ 
cealed, these channels exist. 

What investment, so to speak, could the classic century 
make of its fund of unreasoning passion? Taking for granted 
the ancient tradition of love-making, we discover several 
other institutions for expressing emotion. One excellent 
object of enthusiasm was the person of the King. Whoever 
thinks the romanticists worshiped heroes foolishly had 
better see for himself how much time and effort went into 
deifying the Roi Soleil. Certainly there is no extravagance 
in the nineteenth century comparable to the folly uttered 
and acted out when Louis XIV crossed the Rhine in 1672. 
One would suppose he had actually fought a battle and 
built a bridge like Caesar. His virtue, his grandeur, his 
words, his appetite, his form — nothing seemed too slight to 
deserve exaggeration. Perhaps the nation was worshiping 
itself through the King: it was a time of aggressive im¬ 
perialism; the fact remains that it was hero-worship, and 
concentrated upon a non-hero. 

At all times, in spite of his title of Most Christian Majesty, 
the monarch was reverenced — and painted and sculptured 
— as a pagan emperor-god, and the state followed imperial 
precedent by exacting (or purchasing) from its most bril¬ 
liant talents the most profuse expressions of praise. The 
king could see his image reflected from every wall and 
outlined in every square. In an Academy presumably de- 
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voted to letters, it was customary rather than strange to 
hear a new appointee — often an ecclesiastic who had never 
published a line — signalize the cultural greatness of the 
regime by saying: — 

What have I been doing thus far? Why have I spent so 
much time admiring in Antiquity examples of virtue which I 
deemed without equal? Our age has gathered them all up, 
greater and more pure, in the person of the monarch to whom 
Heaven has subjected us for our greater happiness . . . [and 
to whom we owe] a great state better organized in all its parts, 
order more solidly established . . . our frontiers more glori¬ 
ously extended, our enemies more promptly conquered, our 
neighbors put in greater fear or respect towards us, . . . every¬ 
where a more perfect union between the Head and the Mem¬ 
bers. . . . 

All these great and wonderful qualities . . . united in him 
whom we have the honor to obey . . . will henceforth furnish 
me with a nobler object for my admiration and my studies, and 
a fitter subject for my praise than any of those I have found 
in ancient history. 

Though the pension system will account for such adula¬ 
tion, we must also remember that even without it flattery 
is a binding medium between the layers of classical society. 
For, emotionally considered, the theory of rank serves a 
double purpose. According to it, each man is absolutely 
better and nobler than the man below him, hence energy 
can go into emulation, noblesse oblige — and social climb¬ 
ing. But at the same time, the single code common to all 
men of honor restores a kind of equality, and releases a 
certain amount of passion by offering opportunities to 
egotism masquerading as the point of honor. 
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King-worship, love-making, intrigue, etiquette, dueling, 
will certainly take up a good deal of slack in the output of 
human emotion, but there were still other socially approved 
channels for feeling in the seventeenth century. The play¬ 
house — not quite so orderly then as now — was one. 
Watching public executions was another, a pastime which 
in eighteenth-century England degenerated into the wor¬ 
ship of the highwayman. In general, it seems as if the life 
of leisure and the constraint of politeness encouraged 
pastimes that were either exciting or exhausting. Sport 
embraced gaming, hunting, and the playing of murderous 
practical jokes; not to mention entertainment often so 
extravagant and expense so great as to ruin the host if the 
King did not rescue him in return. In all these it is not 
the thing itself, but the length to which it is carried that 
is a significant comment on “reason.” 

Those were the energetic manifestations of feeling 
tolerated under classicism. There were also more passive 
ones. The literature of the seventeenth century, we must 
not forget, was not limited to the high tragedies and 
comedies that we still read. The age consumed a great 
quantity of long-winded romances about Grecian heroes, 
shepherds and shepherdesses, swooning lovers, and marvel¬ 
ous adventures. Books like The Great Cyrus and the Astrea 
were not read by the lower classes but by the aristocracy; 
they were not confined to France but were translated or 
imitated abroad. Parlor games grew out of such reading, 
and nature imitated art to the pitch that Moliere records in 
Les Precieuses Ridicules. 

Lastly, classicism had to recognize, though perhaps it did 
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not relish, two flaws of temperament that we are likely to 
forget in speaking of classical balance. One was melancholy, 
a familiar yet half-hidden manifestation of the strength of 
the feelings. The other was vindictiveness. We should like 
to know more about the settled sadness of the moralist La 
Rochefoucauld, whose melancholy, as he tells us, came 
not only from his constitution, “but from elsewhere.” We 
ought also to ponder the strange irresoluteness of Dryden’s 
faith, the true source of Swift’s “savage indignation,” 
and the mental depression which the young Alexander 
Pope suffered during his four years at Binfield. Perhaps 
Pope recovered by main strength of Newtonian reason. 
Certain it is that in The Dunciad he discharged passion 
enough for a lifetime. Yet characteristically this passion 
was the undiluted one of hatred, turned upon men whose 
crime was either to have offended him or to have remained 
lowly and poor. Finally, in the supposed paragon of sound 
eighteenth-century common sense. Dr. Johnson, emotional 
troubles and the fear of death were so deeply implanted 
that a sympathetic critic can only describe him as “mel¬ 
ancholy almost to madness, radically wretched, diseased, 
indolent,” and unpredictable in his actions. 

Historic classicism is obviously not the golden age or 
blessed epoch that modern critics like to imagine. Without 
taking Pope or Racine or Dr. Johnson as typical — for 
they are the finest products of the age and its best recom¬ 
mendation — we can nevertheless infer something from 
so much covert rebellion, hate, and misery. The least we 
can infer is that classicism does not necessarily bring peace 
to the individual and stability to the state. Making “ad- 
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mirable rules” is one thing; enforcing them, another; and 
still another, having them enforced upon oneself by the 
eternal knaves and fools whom Racine suffered or Pope 
pickled in vinegar. 

If it is objected that the facts I have presented are the 
dregs at the bottom of the cup, the by-products of a fine 
distillation, I fully agree. No one should suppose for a 
moment that classicist science, art, or philosophy is dam¬ 
aged or diminished by stating the conditions under which 
they were created. Nor is personal taste involved. I for one 
enthusiastically admire many of the seventeenth-century 
masters, and am not so foolish as to think less of Johnson 
as a critic because he showed psychiatric symptoms. The 
argument is not about the undisputable merits of classical 
genius; the argument is about the feelings and behavior of 
representative classicists, and the political, social, moral, 
and esthetic forms within which they worked. Now, the 
usual loaded comparison between classic and romantic de¬ 
picts a wonderfully ordered greenhouse as the nursery 
of the former and a desperate battleground as the ungrate¬ 
ful soil of the latter. This comparison is false. 

More than that, the catchword “tradition,” which is 
monopolized by the proponents of classical order, helps 
to conceal the important fact that seventeenth-century 
classicism was nearly everywhere a break with European 
national traditions and a return to an imaginary Graeco- 
Roman past. It was just such another “break” as that of 
the Renaissance before, and Romanticism after. Classicism 
naturally borrowed from the Renaissance, but looked upon 
itself as real order replacmg an individualist chaos. Quite 
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specifically, the French classicists were asserting their in¬ 
dependence from the Italians who had been their masters 
during the previous century and a half. But whether in 
politics or art, nothing could be further from the ancient 
classic spirit than the products of seventeenth- and eight¬ 
eenth-century Europe. 

To be sure, poets, painters, and academic critics cease¬ 
lessly invoked the ancients and pretended to follow them 
humbly, but the rules they tried to respect and enforce 
upon one another were as arbitrary and as “original” as 
those of any “revolting” romantic. It is precisely because 
modern classicism was an original creation, and not a 
copy, that it deserves to be called great. But it differed 
from romanticism in that it sought greatness through the 
adoption of common forms and attempted to make them 
exclusive. In this sense it is “traditional” and resembles 
other periods of thoroughgoing orthodoxy — including the 
earlier phases of ancient civilizations — where individual¬ 
ism in art, action, or belief is sternly repressed. 

Pro-classical critics are wont to say of the romanticist 
they half admire, “If only he had had discipline!” It would 
be easy to retort of a classicist, “If only he had been let 
alone by rule-ridden mediocrities!” But both statements 
are anti-historical. The choice does not exist, for artists 
find themselves stimulated or crushed by institutions which 
they are not alone in making. That is why it is important 
to know what is achieved when the general will produces 
a classical order, and at what cost. To suppose that one 
can have classicism without authoritarianism is like sup¬ 
posing that one can have braking power without friction. 
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Conversely, romanticism is not simply love of ease or 
impatient rebellion. It is a different way of fulfilling human 
wants after the breakdown of an attempt at eternal order. 

Ill 

The question of human wants brings us back from his¬ 
toric to intrinsic classicism, for a second look at the classi¬ 
cal meanings of Reason, Nature, Feeling, and so forth. The 
classic objection to romantic psychology is that it accepts 
an inner dualism — the “two souls in one breast” which 
M. Roussy de Sales thinks especially German — because 
of Faust — and which he thinks an impelling motive behind 
Hitlerite conquest. In romanticism, the two souls can be 
variously interpreted. I have chosen as most basic man’s 
double consciousness of power and weakness. Another 
way is to take it as the Christian conscience faced with 
good and evil. A third way is to view it as a conflict be¬ 
tween man’s sense of values and his knowledge that nature 
is indifferent, which is another form of Pascal’s loneliness 
in the eternal silent spaces. 

The classicist view of man’s mind makes the split fall 
in a different place. Following one of Plato’s myths, it 
sees the soul as a charioteer driving a team of wild horses. 
The charioteer is Reason, the wild horses are the emotions. 
Some emotions are good, some evil; the driver is of the 
same sort as the good. Classic man is a kind of Centaur — 
man above and horse beneath. Now, one of the features 
of classical Reason is that it can be put into words and 
become common property. Hence a society can be built. 
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embodying Reason, and helping each individual to drive 
his equipage on the straight road of duty and decency. 

So natural is this psychological metaphor that we still 
speak of Reason and Emotion as opposites, and we use the 
Head and the Heart as images of rival powers. Even when 
we repeat Pascal’s phrase “The heart has its reasons which 
the reason does not know” we tend to mistake its meaning 
and to use it as an equivalent of; “It is sometimes good to 
do something which our judgment disapproves.” We go 
so far in our slipshod use of words on this subject that 
we commonly characterize certain people as “emotional,” 
as if they were cursed with pure emotion, or with more 
emotion than others. Freudian psychology is doing some¬ 
thing to eradicate this belief by pointing to the misleading 
calm of so-called repressed personalities. But the task is 
difficult because in addition to our linguistic habits, the 
imputation of wishing to go berserk hangs over anyone 
who challenges the classic figure of the charioteer. 

Fortunately, in this same great seventeenth century there 
lived a philosopher of blameless and even stoical life, who 
can act as a character witness for the anti-classical view of 
emotion. I refer to Spinoza, and to his demonstration that 
the only way the human mind can conquer an emotion is 
by attaching its thought to another and stronger emotion. 
According to Spinoza, Reason does not play the role of a 
guardian angel pushing back the demons into the pit; reason 
is a guide always linked to some emotion and pointing to 
an object. By effort and training, ideas can be detached 
from one deep-lying motive and reattached to another. 
As William James showed, will power consists in the 
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ability to sustain an idea against its competitors from within 
the stream of thought. It is imagination plus attention. 
Hence there is never an emotion without an idea, nor an 
idea without an emotion. In the so-called reasonable man 
there is an awareness of motives and consequences which 
gives the impression that reason is wholly aloof from pas¬ 
sion; but it is an illusion — the illusion upon which classicism 
builds its society. 

This corrected view of the human passions explains why 
it is not sufficient to know the good in order to achieve it. 
It explains why copybook maxims always seem empty 
words until “something hits us.” If this is true, we should 
cease to qualify a man or a mob as “emotional” when what 
we mean is that the ideas of the one or the other are crude, 
oversimple, and destructive. When we have come to feel 
this difference we may recognize that it takes as much 
emotion to solve a quadratic equation as it does to write 
a sonnet, and we shall stop speaking of “cold reason” and 
its counterpart, the “hot fit of inspiration,” as if the cate¬ 
gories of the plumber would suit the psychologist. 

Spinoza is a doubly telling witness, for it so happens that, 
like Pascal, he was neglected by his classical age and re¬ 
discovered by the romantics. On the point we have been 
discussing, they all saw alike and what they saw was not 
a need to glorify emotion or to give up thinking; it was 
something much more subtle and important, namely, the 
need to find organic unity within the human animal — the 
mind harmoniously expressing the demands of the feel¬ 
ings. Pascal who said “The whole duty of man is to think 
well”; Spinoza who said that the freedom of man lay in 
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concentrating his passions on a proper object; the romanti¬ 
cists who said that the highest development of the self was 
true morality — all agreed that the task was one of reconcil¬ 
ing the two souls as a prelude to social harmony. Blake put 
it with his usual forthrightness when he denied “that 
energy, called evil, is alone from the body; and that reason, 
called good, is alone from the soul.” Contrary to the 
charioteer theory, he asserted that “energy is the only life 
and is from the body; and reason is the bound or outward 
circumference of energy.” 

It is urged against this view of reason and emotion that 
it sets man no goal, and that the romanticists in particular 
did not seem to agree on the good life. Shall a man be a 
saint or a civil engineer, a gentleman of leisure or a social 
reformer.^ This disagreement cannot be disputed, but it 
may point to an eternal feature in the world of man — its 
pluralism. In any case. Romanticism declined to be de¬ 
ceived by the sleight-of-hand with which classicism pre¬ 
tends that the truth has been found and can be handed 
to each shareholder in its limited-liability company. Classi¬ 
cism forgets that its truth has not been found but made; 
that its social order does not represent concurring wills but 
is imposed by a caste; and that its boasted reason is mere 
maxims of prudence, useful in their place, but incapable 
of stilling forever the diverse claims that men do in fact 
make upon life, and make good. There is, in short, as 
much weakness in mankind as classicism sees and tries to 
conceal, but there is also much more power than it allows 
room for. 

In calling classicist reason “maxims of prudence,” I mean 
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that they are negative commandments, whose application 
to life can only be mechanical, since they fail to recognize 
temperamental differences among individuals and the or¬ 
ganic bond between feeling and thought. Too much 
ignored in the seventeenth century, this bond was redis¬ 
covered in tbe eighteenth. The men of the Enlightenment 
did not underrate the irrational, but they still dealt with 
it too abstractly. Voltaire’s Candide is a complete demon¬ 
stration that the world is largely the product of impulse. 
But of what use is the maxim “Cultivate your garden” ex¬ 
cept to a wise old man like the author, who has indulged 
his passions for many a year before prescribing this capsule 
of wisdom? Surely it is rank unreason to expect of the 
young Candide, at the beginning of the book, that he 
should cultivate his garden instead of the lovely Cune- 
gonde’s acquaintance. 

I repeat, the difference between classical man and ro¬ 
manticist on the point of irrationalism lies wholly in a dif¬ 
ference of judgment and intellectual bias. It is not a factual 
difference. Nothing can be more false than to represent the 
rationalist as natively able to get on without trouble from 
his feelings, or even as wishing to forget them. Those who 
have tried to palm off this picture of a rationalist superman 
might be surprised if one asked, “Who was the first great 
French writer to say that the passions were all good?” 
They would certainly shout “Rousseau” with one voice, 
but the correct answer is Descartes, who concludes his 
Treatise on the Passions with that blanket approval. His 
rationalism lay in recommending a “simple method” for 
controlling these all-good energies. Hume, too, saw very 
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clearly that “without passion, no idea has any force”: and 
the psychologist Hartley was far from ignorant of the 
importance of the sexual passion in shaping human char¬ 
acter. But they all believed in a simple common rule of 
reason, almost a recipe, for maintaining equilibrium and 
keeping not only the individual but society static. 

When reason itself suggested that society might stand in 
need of improvement, what did classicism offer on the per¬ 
plexing subject of social change? Nothing, unless we adapt 
the words that Pope applied to fashions: — 

Be not the first by whom the new are tried, 

Nor yet the last to lay the old aside. 

In other words, let a romanticist begin. Let Columbus dis¬ 
cover America: the classicist will come when de luxe 
passage has been provided. In truth, under classicism, in¬ 
novation and discovery cannot be underwritten by society, 
because they are destructive, venturesome, uncertain; and 
because all the necessary forms and truths are known. 
Classicism assumes its own highest perfection and the in¬ 
dividual who departs from it does so at his own risk. Rous¬ 
seau is accordingly compelled to define genius as that which 
has the power to create from nothing, and to add that only 
fiery souls ever accomplish anything. 

But why should there be creation and social change? 
Because although the great classical word is “restraint,” 
classicism is impotent to restrain the forces that keep society 
moving. In the eighteenth century, the most perfect of 
neo-classical ages, the stirrings of unchanneled emotion 
were the most tangible force disrupting the old order. 
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Throughout Europe new interests developed — in popular 
ballads, in Gothic architecture, in natural scenery, in senti¬ 
mental stories, in informal gardens, in tales of horror and 
mystery, in the Celtic and Germanic literatures as against 
the Graeco-Roman — all having the common feature of a 
pleasing irregularity. 

All these new tastes were at first affectations, for things 
which have been formerly neglected can only be taken 
up by a conscious steeling of the person against public 
censure. The innovator has to pretend that faddishness is 
a merit, and the new does not sit as lightly upon him as 
upon his successors. The modern connoisseur of cathedrals 
is a man like any other, but the first gentleman to like 
Gothic architecture made himself ridiculous by building 
false ruins. 

The significant fact is that the new taste was for pleasing 
irregularity. It was not just another fad; it was a shift in 
outlook, of which the results were to mark an epoch not 
only in art and society, but in political forms and natural 
science. What happened in these four realms may be 
summed up in the words which apply to the last named; 
it was a Biological Revolution. The term says plainly 
enough that the absolute reign of physics and mathematics 
was over, and with it the dominance of the Reason pat¬ 
terned upon these two sciences. By the end of the eight¬ 
eenth century new sciences — the sciences of man — had 
come of age: anthropology, ethnology, and zoology were 
offering new facts, new analogies, new modes of thought. 
Cartesian and Newtonian mechanics were taken for 
granted; the new perception was vitalism and the new 



The Classic Objection 77 

theory, evolution. The mechanical materialism which had 
threatened to overcome all rival philosophies was in full 
retreat. 

The strongest confirmation of this unexpected reversal is 
to be found in the careers of three famous rationalists — 
David Hume in England; Diderot in France; Lessing in 
Germany. All three had won fame by battling for the 
Enlightenment, for Deism, for the classical view of art 
and life. But by dint of sticking to their method and leav¬ 
ing nothing untouched by it, they dethroned Reason her¬ 
self — Reason, that is, with a capital R, the Reason of the 
eighteenth century. There is a curious parallel among the 
last thoughts of these men — in the three cases they are 
consigned in dialogues, all three posthumously published. 
Ffume’s Dialogues concerning Natural Religion sapped the 
ground under Deism, and are full of what may be called for 
short biological thinking, including the notion of the sur¬ 
vival of the fittest. In France, Diderot adopted the evolu¬ 
tionism of Buffon and Bordeu and became a virtual panthe¬ 
ist. At the same time, in his extraordinary dialogue, Ra¬ 
meau's Nephew, he plumbed the irrational depths of a 
human specimen chosen as if on purpose to disprove that 
man is a machine and to forecast the dilemmas of the ro¬ 
manticists. 

It was Goethe who first drew this masterpiece to the 
world’s attention, but meantime, Lessing in Germany had 
been having conversations with a young publicist named 
Jacobi, of which the burden was Lessing’s enthusiastic ad¬ 
herence to Spinoza’s psychology and Spinoza’s religion. 
When Jacobi published the account of these conversa- 
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tions it caused a scandal throughout Germany: the philoso¬ 
phy of the Enlightenment had been dealt a mortal blow. 

But what does biology imply that mechanics does not? 
It implies that life is an element and not merely a combina¬ 
tion of dead parts. It implies, in short, organic structure and 
organic function. It implies that the primary reality is the 
individual and not either the parts of which he is made or 
the artificial groupings which he may enter into. This is, 
in a word, individualism. Within the individual, the motive 
power is, as its name reveals, emotion. Consciousness and 
intelligence remain at the top of the hierarchy of values but 
they are not disembodied or centered upon themselves. 
They serve larger interests, which are those of life itself 
— the survival of the individual and of the species. 

Survival in turn suggests that the first law of the universe 
is not thought but action. As Goethe has Faust say, “In the 
beginning was” — not the Word, or Thought, but “the 
Deed.” Action means effort, energy, possibly strife and 
certainly risk. The world is a world of novelty, in which 
constantly changing situations cannot always be met by 
rules previously learned, but in which imagination foresees 
and forearms the creature, who thereby becomes also an 
agent of creation. But imagination and creation carry with 
them no guarantee of success. The sustaining principle in 
man and his new world is therefore not reason — which is 
merely the already acquired and codified experience — but 
faith, which is hope plus the power of hope to realize itself. 
Why this power should work as it does is a mystery. It 
is the mystery at the heart of nature, which reason can 
guess at but not pluck out. When successful, man’s reason 
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— man’s sense of power — is justified, and equally justified 
when he fails is his sense of weakness: in denying neither he 
has become a romanticist. 

As a romanticist, his task is to reconcile the contraries 
within him by finding some entity outside himself vast 
enough to hold all his facts. He has become once again 
a religious thinker. For religion is more than a description 
of the Unseen. It is a theory of energy — the energy that 
animates nature and that animates him. To the romanticist, 
religion is no longer a superstition or a bald statement that 
the universe must have a First Cause; religion is an intel¬ 
lectual necessity. As Pascal said, man must wager on the 
existence of God, “because he is embarked.” In the ro¬ 
mantic period, man wagered on the existence of the Catho¬ 
lic or Protestant God, on pantheism, on art, on science, 
on the national state, on the future of mankind: but 
in all the pattern is the same. The solutions differ in con¬ 
crete particulars only because salvation is ultimately in¬ 
dividual. 

With these premises, classicism — at least in its old form 

— cannot subsist. It had built a shelter for man on too nar¬ 
row an enclosure. It had supposed society to be static, emo¬ 
tions compressible, and novelty needless. It had selected 
what seemed to it best and truest and most eternal — 
monarchy, orthodoxy, courtly etiquette, mathematics, and 
rules of art and of morality so simple that their universality 
could be taken for granted. But what had it selected these 
elements from? Clearly from a previous romanticism, that 
of the sixteenth-century Renaissance, an age of exploration 
and creation. 
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That is why, when classicism had twinges, they were like 
pre-natal recollections of romanticism. When Corneille 
drew his heroes, they were medieval knights and religious 
martyrs in seventeenth-century dilemmas. When Moliere 
drew Alceste, the prospect of retiring to the country did 
not frighten the so-called misanthrope, but only the 
coquette and flatterers he left behind. When Racine was 
melancholy, he wrote a simple song in which he says he 
feels two souls within his breast, two men struggling with 
each other; and on hearing the song Louis XIV is reported 
to have leaned over to Mme. de Maintenon and said, “How 
well I know these two men.” In short, the protection and 
certainty that classicism gave were only temporary. It is 
no discredit to the genius or the strength of the classicists 
that it should have been so. It is merely a reflection on their 
self-knowledge, and a damaging flaw in the anti-romantics’ 
classic objection, that they should mistake the man-made 
and temporary for what is given and permanent. 



4. Romantic Art 


We have taken the historical manifestations of the classical 
epoch nearest to us and measured the distance between its 
ideal of peace and serenity and its actual tendencies toward 
repression and formalism. The psychological presupposi¬ 
tions of that age naturally threw light on the differences 
between rationalist and romanticist; differences which, 
speaking figuratively, correspond to the difference between 
physics and biology. This contrast faces, as it were, back¬ 
wards from the nineteenth century to the eighteenth and 
seventeenth. A second usual contrast, that between roman¬ 
ticist and realist, presumably looks forward to a movement 
later than romanticism. Since these terms belong first of all 
to the realm of art, I want now to argue against this post¬ 
ponement of the realistic label and to maintain the view 
that romanticism is realism. 

If this is too great a shock to common linguistic habits, 
let it be softened by a modification of the ideas behind each 
term. By the equation romanticism = realism I do not mean 
that there is no difference between romanticism and the 
artistic movement known after 1850 as Realism. I shall 
speak later and at some length of that important difference. 
What I am concerned with here is to show that the roman¬ 
ticists of the period 1790 to 1850 sought and found, not 
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a dream world into which to escape, but a real world in 
which to live. 

As soon as one hazards the remark that romanticism is 
realistic, one is rebuked as a paradox-monger. The objec¬ 
tor’s mind automatically jumps back to standard descrip¬ 
tions of romanticist work. I can hear him saying: “Take 
Shelley, take Scott, take Rousseau’s Reveries — lovely stuff, 
but unreal, fanciful, escapist make-believe — all of it.” 
Well, taking them all, or rather re-examining some of 
them as well as others, will show realism to be the funda¬ 
mental intent of romantic art. 

Before we come to particulars, the general setting may be 
put in a few words: classicism perished from an excess of 
abstraction and generality. This was most visibly true in 
the several arts, and nothing shows more clearly the ro¬ 
manticists’ realistic purpose than their refusal to go on 
imitating forms whose contents had evaporated. Seeing this 
refusal, we believe too readily in the miscalled “romantic 
revolt.” We imagine a sudden and irresponsible rebellion 
of brash young men against the wisdom and experience of 
their elders. It was nothing of the kind. The breaking 
away was reluctant, painful, and deliberate. A whole gen¬ 
eration of geniuses came to see that to continue writing in 
the manner of Paley and Pye, Gottsched, Lebrun, and 
Delille, was intellectually impossible. 

I use literary instances, but the other arts would furnish 
exact parallels. There was no choice but to begin afresh. 
The romanticist was in the position of a primitive with 
the seven arts to create out of nothing. At the same time, 
he labored under the handicap of having “inimitable” 
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classical masterpieces held up to him to imitate, even 
though the substance of these great works had already 
been spread thin over fifty years of copying. This was like 
asking someone to produce the finest champagne by further 
diluting the weakest grape juice; the romantic revolt con¬ 
sisted solely in refusing to do the undoable. 

Having perforce given up conventional abstractions, 
cliches, diction, and rules, what did the romanticists turn 
to? The answer can be generalized: for substance they 
turned to the world about them; they tried to meet the 
claims of every existing reality, both internal and external. 
For form, they relied on earlier romantic periods and on 
their own inventive genius. 

The characteristics of romanticism which the textbooks 
list as if they were whimsical and isolated preferences are 
merely the embodiment of what I have just said. As against 
poetic diction and “noble” words, the romanticists ad¬ 
mitted all words, especially the neglected host of common 
words; as against the exclusive use of a selected Graeco- 
Roman mythology, they took in the Celtic and Germanic; 
as against the uniform setting and tone of classical tragedy, 
they studied and reproduced the real diversities known as 
“local color.” As against the antique subjects and the set 
scale of pictorial merits prescribed by the Academy, they 
took in the whole world, seen and unseen, and the whole 
range of colors. As against the academic rules prohibiting 
the use of certain chords, tonalities, and modulations, they 
sought to use and give shape to all manageable combinations 
of sound. As against the assumption that no civilization 
had existed since the fall of Rome, they rediscovered the 



84 Romanticism and the Modern Ego 

Middle Ages and the sixteenth century, and made history 
their dominant avocation. As against the provincial belief 
that Paris and London were the sole centers of civilized life, 
they traveled to remote places such as America and the 
Near East, and earned the name of “exotic” for their pains. 
As against the snobbish idea that the products of sophistica¬ 
tion and refined living are the only topics worth treating, 
they began to treasure folk literature and folk music, and 
to draw the subject matter bf their art from every class 
and condition of men. As against the materialistic view that 
whatever is must be tangible, they made room in their 
notion of reality for the world of dreams, the mysterious in 
man and nature, and the supernatural. 

All this they did knowingly, deliberately, with the pa¬ 
tience and tenacity of pioneers and explorers. So that to 
those who speak sneeringly of the “romantic revolt” one 
may offer the answer of Liancourt to Louis XVI, “No 
Sire, it is a revolution.” To verify these assertions it is 
only necessary to do two things: to read the considerable 
body of critical theory that the romantics left about their 
art; and to examine the art itself, not piecemeal in antholo¬ 
gies, but in the bulk. Then, hark back to what Addison, 
quoted with approval by Hume, says on the range of classi¬ 
cist reality: “ ‘Fine writing,’ according to Mr. Addison, 
‘consists of sentiments which are natural without being 
obvious.’ . . . The pleasantries of a waterman, the observa¬ 
tions of a peasant, the ribaldry of a porter or hackney 
coachman — all of these are natural and disagreeable.” 

They are disagreeable to the classicist not only in them¬ 
selves, but because of their irregularity as judged in the 



Romantic Art 


85 

light of a standardized reality. I quote Hume again: “As 
the eye in surveying a Gothic building is distracted by the 
multiplicity of ornaments and loses the whole by its minute 
attention to the parts, so the mind ... is disgusted and 
fatigued . . .” by a work lacldng in simplicity and refine¬ 
ment. After this read Wordsworth on King’s College 
Chapel and Victor Hugo’s descriptions of Notre-Dame. 

But first perhaps read Wordsworth’s preface to the 
Lyrical Ballads, in which he states his intention to disregard 
the expectations of his readers and to treat a variety of 
subjects, including the emotions of common men. In with 
these ballads by Wordsworth you will find Coleridge’s An¬ 
cient Mariner, but do not puli it out as an example of ro¬ 
mantic unreality. It is rather an example of the romanticist 
interest in the supernatural and its use of the folk style. Be¬ 
ing inclusively realistic, romanticism has no typical works, 
in the sense that to read one is to read them all. It has typical 
genres, just like classicism, but covering an immensely 
greater range. 

Unfortunately, the very mass and variety of romantic 
interests disturb us into a hasty conclusion that the domi¬ 
nant note is some one or other of these interests. A good 
example is Scott, whom I promised to take account of in 
connection with realism. Few people read Scott nowadays, 
and it is not my purpose to urge anyone to do so. But if 
Scott is the standard example of unreality, it is not enough 
to mention Rowena and the Black Knight in order to 
settle the dispute. Scott’s novels are far from composed 
entirely of stagy encounters between pseudo-medieval 
knights. The best of his work consists in close-grained 
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studies of the Scotland that survived into his day, in scenes 
of humor or drama that have been fitly compared to 
Shakespeare’s, and in historical intuitions which Professor 
Trevelyan, himself an historian, credits with having 
changed the mind of Europe and taught it history. As for 
the Black Knight and his kind, Scott was the first to point 
out their weakness and lack of interest for him. They 
were put in, like the attendants in classical tragedy, to help 
out the management of the main business. This does not 
mean that one is obliged to like Scott; nor that as a 
novelist he is better or worse than some one or other of 
his classical predecessors. I merely say he was mainly a 
realist who ought to be judged on what he wrote and not 
on what a generation that does not read him thinks he 
wrote. 

The pattern of this remonstrance applies, fmitatis mutan¬ 
dis, to every one of the great romanticists that we think 
we have outgrown. This is a generality without exception. 
But for the sake of re-enforcement it may be well to say a 
few words about Shelley. The Shelley of the textbooks is 
a disembodied spirit, living on air and fluting about Intel¬ 
lectual Beauty. The Shelley of history was a man with a 
precociously sharp eye for the political and industrial 
realities of his England, a poet with a “social consciousness” 
most fully developed, a psychologist and observer of con¬ 
siderable scope, and one who, incidentally, was not afraid 
to use the word “garbage” in his poetry. But before classify¬ 
ing Shelley as a realist or as a dealer in moonshine, it is 
indispensable to read The Mask of Anarchy, the poems 
written in 1819 about English poverty and discontent, and 
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the Philosophical View of Reform, particularly the second 
chapter, “On the Sentiment of the Necessity of Change.” 

This should be enough but there is more. Shelley’s real¬ 
ism did not stop at the observation of social fact. Although 
his famous biographer, Dowden, found that Shelley was 
incapable of thought, we have come to see, through more 
careful scholarship, that he was a hard and able student of 
physical science, metaphysics, and psychology. Professor 
Grabo of Chicago calls him “a Newton among the poets,” 
and Lionel Trilling, reviewing the latest Life, says: “Shelley 
is often spoken of as a man without tradition, but that is 
because his tradition is so wide that its limits cannot easily 
be seen. . . . Shelley, with most of the romantics, was 
passionately reverential of fact, though, like them, reahstic 
enough to include under this head the mental fact as well 
as the physical. ... A good case, for example, might be 
made for his having foreshadowed many of the essentials 
of Freud.” 

One need not know at first hand the total output of the 
romantic period in art to agree with Professor Trilling’s 
generalization. As a body, there has never been a group 
more persistently curious of fact than the romantic artists. 
The greater part of their poetry was the record of observa¬ 
tion, whether of their own souls or of the world outside. 
The accuracy is sometimes painful and the detail excessive. 
But there have been few see-ers and reporters as minute 
and comprehensive as Wordsworth, Balzac, Hazlitt, 
Goethe, Victor Hugo, and Stendhal. One may not enjoy 
what they saw or approve what they said of it, but nearly 
every item of their perception can be traced through their 
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own copious accounts to some actual and factual experi¬ 
ence. 

What is true of the poets is, a fortiori, true of the 
painters. The romanticist revolution in painting was 
achieved by the simple means of stepping out of the studio 
and observing nature. From Constable rushing out of the 
room with a violin to show his skeptical friends that grass 
is really greener than old varnish, to Bonington, Turner, 
and Delacroix filling notebooks with effects of color, mo¬ 
tion, and shadow under every conceivable light, the school 
— if it must be called one — was a realistic school. 

In music, the same thing holds true provided we make 
allowance for the difference in medium. I do not speak 
of the melodic inspiration that composers such as Bee¬ 
thoven, Weber, Mendelssohn, and Berlioz tell us they 
drew from nature, for that is a kind of mysterious trans¬ 
formation of sights into sound which has nothing notational 
about it. I mean that the romantic musicians’ concern 
with expressive melody, harmony, and orchestral color im- 
phes a desire to mold musical form as closely as possible on 
psychological perception. The contour of a Schubert or 
Schumann song is, in this sense, the fruit of observation, 
just like the shades of Chopin’s harmony or the expressive 
choices in Berlioz’s orchestration. These are not decorations 
laid on, but facets of a new conception, whose intent is 
correspondence with experienced reality rather than cor¬ 
respondence with established general forms. And the way 
to it was already being trod by Mozart and Haydn at the 
end of their careers. 

Whether this musical interpretation is accepted or not. 
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it is a fact beyond dispute that in these three arts, romantic 
artists worked like scientific researchers. Their notebooks, 
their critical writings, their treatises on composition, con¬ 
ducting, and instrumentation are there to testify that tech¬ 
nique was to them as important as subject matter. Indeed 
they reasserted the old truth that the distinction between 
the two is one for the critic rather than the creator. The 
artist has said nothing until he has found the right form. 
Accordingly, form, or rather forms, engrossed the ro¬ 
manticists’ care to a degree that we hardly recognize now, 
because for over a hundred years we have been using their 
discoveries as if they had fallen ready-made from the skies 
— ready-made for them as they have been for us. A volume 
on each of the arts and one on each of the European nations 
would not suffice to discuss the successful inventions or 
adaptations of forms by the romantic artists. Let anyone 
conversant with poetry imagine English poetry without the 
forms bequeathed by Wordsworth; French poetry without 
Victor Hugo; German without Goethe. In their preoc¬ 
cupation with forms, the romantics acted not merely as 
innovators and revolutionists, but as great restorers and 
wise conservatives. 


u 

Even though the idea behind it be granted, this compari¬ 
son of the romantics to scientific researchers may seem 
rash in the light of the “well-known” opposition of the 
romanticists to science. It is so well-known, apparently, 
that there is no need to document it. One finds allusions to 
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Keats’s toast confounding Newton and to Wordsworth’s 
lines: “We murder to dissect,” and “peep and botanize 
upon his mother’s grave,” but all this forms no conclusive 
evidence; particularly Wordsworth’s usually misread 
phrases, of which the one states a fact implicit in the bi¬ 
ological view of life, namely that an organism does not 
survive its dissection into parts; and the other expresses a 
moral judgment about the fitness of a particular act. There 
is here no blanket condemnation of botany or any other 
science. 

Nor is it recorded that when Wordsworth and Sir 
Humphry Davy climbed Helvellyn together, the poet tried 
to push the scientist down the abyss. One might add, in 
the same frivolous vein, that it was on the contrary this 
mountaineering feat which suggested to Wordsworth his 
later description of science as “a succedaneum and a prop 
To our infirmity.” The passage where it occurs shows the 
precise esteem in which Wordsworth, like most poets, held 
science: it is a prop, but not “our glory and omr absolute 
boast”; a reservation which did not keep the poet from 
paying Newton a tribute of a sublimity yet to be matched 
by a scientist speaking of poetry: — 

I could behold 

. . . Newton with his prism and silent face. 

The marble index of a mind forever 
Voyaging through strange seas of Thought, alone. 

On the whole it seems fair to say that the romantic 
artists were respectful admirers and sometimes active propa¬ 
gandists of science. I have mentioned Shelley’s studies. 
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Goethe’s are justly famous, as are or ought to be those 
of Thomas Lovell Beddoes. Other writers, such as Victor 
Hugo, Vigny, Coleridge, Hazlitt, Novalis, Buchner, 
Berlioz, Schiller, Schopenhauer, Stendhal, and Balzac, come 
to mind as friends or students of science. Even Keats, ac¬ 
cording to a recent editor of his poems, has been misin¬ 
terpreted as an enemy. 

The truth is that at the beginning of the nineteenth cen¬ 
tury, specialization had not gone so far that a man could 
not combine an intelligent interest in science with some 
other liberal pursuit. This worked both ways, and many 
of the scientists of the period showed clear signs of being 
romanticists as well. Without going back to the scientific 
poems of Erasmus Darwin, one can list Sir Humphry 
Davy, Dalton, Oken, and Faraday as men of science who 
were not strangers to the poetical spirit of romanticism. 
Faraday, we are told by his biographer, responded to “sun¬ 
sets and thunderstorms with a kind of ecstasy,” which 
did not prevent him from being the founder of the science 
of electricity. As for the philosophers of the period, par¬ 
ticularly the Germans, it was their faith in science that 
moved them to reconstruct metaphysics so that the warfare 
of science and religion might come to an end. 

Their attempt to reconcile experimental fact with spirit¬ 
ual truth gives us a clue to the reason why romanticism 
has been falsely interpreted as the enemy of science. Both 
the romantic philosopher and the romantic artist agree in 
thinking science valuable, but they clearly perceive that 
science can deal only with a restricted field of experience. 
Scientific method proceeds by exclusion and achieves won- 
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derful results; art and philosophy are, on the contrary, 
inclusive disciplines — none more so than romantic philoso¬ 
phy and romantic art. This is the whole point of the 
romanticist attack, not on science, but on materialism; mate¬ 
rialism narrows down the universe to a fraction of itself. 
The romanticists were finer realists precisely because they 
admitted the widest possible range of experience as real. 
They made mistakes as to particular facts, for they were 
fallible men, but they made no mistake as to the endless 
variety of things that are. Their critics cannot have it both 
ways: the romanticists’ “thirst for experience,” which is 
condemned as a dispersion of effort, is at least a proof that 
phenomena as such mattered profoundly to them. 

You may then ask, “What about the unreal phenomena 
that so plentifully adorn romantic work: Coleridge’s and 
De Quincey’s opium dreams, Scott’s and Goethe’s demon¬ 
ology, Blake’s and Hoffmann’s visions, Shelley’s and Hugo’s 
revelations of the divine? Have we not here lost touch with 
reality —the reality which the Greeks and the classicists 
knew so well how to discern?” 

Three elements are here rolled into one — the psycho¬ 
logical, the religious, and the supernatural. Consider first 
the supernatural, of the kind we find in Fmst. Its reality 
is of course disputed by science and eighteenth-century 
reason. But surely it is vindicated by history? Not that I 
believe in witches, but that as an historian I cannot disbe¬ 
lieve in the force that witchcraft has exerted on history. 
New England history as well as Emropean. What Goethe 
and Scott found in demonology was the popular expression 
of some of the mysteries of nature — the dark and seemingly 
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evil forces at the core of living things. These poets adopted 
the folk imagery and turned superstition back into signifi¬ 
cance. In so doing, they were precursors of Freud, as 
well as of other modern scientists who have proved equally 
ready to abandon the test of ordinary common sense in 
their formulations. Coleridge, for example, was thoroughly 
aware of the value of familiarity with the supernatural for 
inducing that “willing suspension of disbelief” which is 
essential to scientific work. Indeed, poetry has always had 
the duty of attacking crusted common sense, and it was on 
seeing a ghost that Hamlet told Horatio there were more 
things in heaven and earth than we commonly suppose. 
Even if it is taken as a purely literary device, the super¬ 
natural belongs to the great ancient and medieval tradition, 
which classicism merely interrupted. Which is enough to 
legitimize all the artistically successful attempts of the ro¬ 
manticists to embody the Fantastic, from Faust I and // 
to Corot’s picture of Macbeth and the Witches, and the 
last movement of Berlioz’s “Fantastic Symphony.” 

As I hinted above, it is curious that would-be classicists, 
bred on Greek mythology, should object in the romanti¬ 
cists to an element that figures so largely in the literature 
of their choice. Are we not asked to believe in the Sphinx, 
the Minotaur, and the Eumenides; or must we explain 
prosaically the curses cast on Prometheus, Atreus, and 
Phedre? This question raises another, the question whether 
all of ancient literature is indeed classicist — a subject out¬ 
side our present limits. Yet it must be said in passing that 
students of antiquity find a period of romanticism in Greek 
letters, beginning — oddly enough--with the man after 
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whom the seventeenth-century writers thought they were 
patterning their classic drama — Euripides. Even before 
him, in Homer, the unprejudiced critic finds elements that 
cannot be called classical or realistic in a literal sense: most 
of the Odyssey, and in the Iliad, such conceptions as the 
making of Achilles’ shield or his battle with the river 
Scamander. 

So much for the fantastic. The second strand of alleged 
romantic unreality is the world of dreams. This complaint 
answers itself. Dreams are facts, even daydreams. Hence 
the artistic use to which Holderlin or Gerard de Nerval 
or Coleridge or De Quincey puts dream-stuff is entirely 
proper and points to the real. The important thing is not 
that the Pleasure Dome of Kubla Khan would remain 
invisible to the traveler looking for it on Hampstead Heath, 
but that it could be seen by Coleridge in such a fashion as 
to impress us still 150 years after the vision. Pragmatically, 
what is true about the vision is what it does to us, and it is 
foolish to require that the poem shall also be a literal treatise 
on Persian architecture. As for De Quincey and Nerval, 
their study of dreams seems to have proceeded from a de¬ 
sire to capture the most fleeting of human experiences and 
turn them to the uses of deeper understanding. I need only 
add that in the Confessions of an English Opium-Eater, 
always cited as typical romantic, pipe-dream literature, one 
comes upon some extraordinary realistic passages —not 
only in the pragmatic sense just defined, but in the modern 
vulgar sense, as for example in the passages about poverty 
and prostitution in London in the first decade of the nine¬ 
teenth century. 
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The third element of critical confusion is the status of 
the subjective. The romantics are described as “subjective” 
and it is often from this vague description that their lack 
of realism is inferred. Worse still, the adjective turns 
malicious when it goes on to imply an “adoration of the 
ego” and an anarchic individualism in outlook and tech¬ 
nique. This whole question is partly one of fact, partly one 
of language. In dealing with romantic life in the next 
chapter, I shall speak of personal egotism and individuality. 
Here I want only to tackle subjectivism. It was the ro¬ 
manticists, by the way, who taught us the word through 
their discussions of Kantian philosophy. But we have for¬ 
gotten its meaning. At least, too many of us use “subjec¬ 
tive” to mean false and distorted and “objective” to mean 
correct and true. There is no warrant for this, except the 
probability that several people or “subjects” will be less 
mistaken in their opinions than one. This is by no means 
a high probabihty: a good observer is worth ten mediocre 
ones, and good ones are rare. What is properly meant by 
subjective is the fact that any experience occurs as an event 
in the mind of some observer. Experiences that are shared 
in common should accordingly be called inter-subjective. 
What we usually intend when we use “objective” is simply 
those very common (subjective) experiences which in 
our culture have long been inter-subjective as well. 

Now to return to the romanticists. They were forced, as 
we know, to take stock of the universe anew, hke primi¬ 
tives, because the old forms, the old inter-subjective formu¬ 
las, had failed them. There was consequently nothing for 
them to do but report individually on what they saw. They 
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entertained the reasonable hope that individual reports on 
reality would lead to generalized and probable truths. 
This is the very method of scientific induction. To the ex¬ 
tent that we can say of a poem or picture, “Yes, I see and 
understand it,” the subjective perception of the artist’s 
ego is verified. 

To be sure, human perception, as William James pointed 
out, is always guided by interest: we see what we think will 
help, or interest, or edify us. But I have shown that the 
romantics put their desire for facts before their other in¬ 
terest in consistency. Accordingly they recorded the gro¬ 
tesque and the mystical, side by side with the trivial and 
the sublime. This makes their revelation of the world 
through art a multiverse rather than a universe, and it is 
this conclusion which we find hardest to swallow. We try 
to reduce the many to one, both with respect to the cosmos 
and with respect to art; we want “romantic” to mean some 
one thing. So we find romantic art labeled “pure natural¬ 
ism” by those who are thinking of Goethe, “pure idealism” 
by those who are thinking of NovaUs or Carlyle, “pure mys¬ 
ticism” by those who are thinking of Blake, “pure conserva¬ 
tism” by those who are thinking of Burke, Scott, and de 
Maistre, “pure liberalism” by those who are thinking of 
Byron and Hazlitt. None of which is true either of the 
movement as a whole or of the artists chosen as typical, for 
it is only to the purist that all things are pure. 

If we once drop the “nothing but” attitude we readily 
see that it was neither caprice nor egotism that made a 
good deal of romantic art subjective; it was on the con¬ 
trary the conditions of the search and the modesty of the 
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explorer. The romantic artist said in effect: “I have been 
there and this is what I have seen.” Blake said he saw visions; 
if he were otherwise proved to be a pathological liar, we 
could dismiss him. But on the contrary, the better part of his 
verse, prose, and pictures show us that he knew how to ob¬ 
serve and express hitherto neglected portions of reality. 
This is to say that he was an artist in the specifically ro¬ 
mantic sense of art. He saw the previously unseen or elusive 
and he caged it for our edification and pleasure. It is a 
part of man’s power that he can do this, although it is a 
very real weakness that he can never see the whole in such 
a way as to eliminate error or unreality. 

We can of course say that Blake’s visions are error, just 
as we can dispute the statement that “life is real, life is 
earnest,” but we cannot dispute the fact that some people 
see visions and others find life earnest. In this regard — 
which I consider not only philosophically but politically 
important, for true democracy hangs upon it —the ro¬ 
manticists are not less but more “objective” than their 
critics. Though it is an ego, a mere subjective self, that does 
the recording, he is not only willing but able to record 
the feelings or perceptions of others; he is in effect a 
dramatist using his own self as a sensitive plate to catch 
whatever molecular or spiritual motion the outer world 
may supply. 

Doubtless not every romanticist answers this description 
at all times, but it is remarkable how many do, and how 
aptly this fact explains a number of otherwise puzzling 
appearances. In the Preface to an early work, Victor Hugo 
says that the romantic period is “dramatic and thereby 
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eminently lyrical.” This statement has generally been ac¬ 
counted a paradox; in the light of what I have just said it 
ceases to be one. The lyricist is not always speaking for 
himself. He captures and reproduces the diverse, the con¬ 
flicting essences of other beings. Who but an artist could 
do it? The result is drama in the literal sense of conflict 
and in the figurative sense of contrast. 

On the dramatic quality of romanticist art there is little 
disagreement. It is made of contrasts, oppositions, antithe¬ 
ses, strife, and color. It is no accident that it was the roman¬ 
tic generation that first found Shakespeare the supreme 
artist of modern times. This admiration, as well as the lag 
of theatrical habits, may account for the absence of any 
great romantic drama in the form of stage plays; just as the 
enthusiasm for the neglected Gothic may account for the 
absence of any great romantic architecture. In both these 
marked deficiencies, romanticism suffered from excess of 
its own qualities. In the one, historical fidelity turned archi¬ 
tects into simple restorers and archeologists; in the other, 
critical insight turned playwrights into self-conscious imi¬ 
tators. The expectations of theater managers and their pub¬ 
lic reduced Hugo’s plays to mere experiments in verse 
form, and indirectly stifled the two or three born dramatists 
of the period — Beddoes, Kleist, and Buchner. The lyric 
form at least was free and hospitable to dramatic contents. 

It is often this fusion of speech in the first person with 
the playwright’s vision that has made the opinions of many 
romantics seem incoherent and has earned them the label 
of “a bundle of contradictions.” Yet when a closer study 
is made of the grounds for this judgment, the critic or 
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biographer is apt to discover that the romantic artists 
achieved a high degree of organization among elements 
that seem at first to jangle. And in any single case of in¬ 
coherence it is clearly the fidelity to received impressions, 
that is, to the objectified fact, that causes the disorder in 
its reproduction. Even in his failures the romanticist — true 
to his awareness — is a realist. 

m 

If the representative anti-romantic whom I have im¬ 
agined still objects, I fancy I can hear him saying, “Granted, 
romanticism is an inclusive kind of realism, lyric in form 
and dramatic in content, but isn’t there over the whole 
a particular coloring which we properly call romantic, and 
which distinguishes the works of this period? If so, that 
coloring is what we mean by romantic unreality, or, if you 
prefer, romantic idealization and sentimentality.” 

Here only a look at the actual works can supply a con¬ 
clusive answer, and I have in mind not three or four sam¬ 
ples selected from the top of our memory, but a systematic 
survey of all the arts, including the dance, and of the 
several nations of Europe, including Italy, Spain, Poland, 
and Russia. For romantic art was an inter-European phe¬ 
nomenon, and not a series of successive importations from 
some single point of origin. To suppose that Mme. de 
Stael or Wackenroder or Macpherson “started” the roman¬ 
tic movement, which was then copied by two generations 
of alleged “egotists,” is at once to contradict oneself and 
to disqualify one’s judgment for the writing of cultural 
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history. The very fact that there is in truth a “romantic 
coloring” argues, not a process of imitation, but a com¬ 
munity of response to similar perceptions and similar techni¬ 
cal problems. This type of similarity is a constant for all 
artistic periods. There is a family likeness among the works 
of the Italian Renaissance, among the Elizabethans, and 
among the Romanticists. But it is strictly a family likeness, 
which allows of wide divergences among individuals. The 
prose of Stendhal differs from that of Balzac, the verse of 
Byron from that of Shelley. In other words, to get a single 
all-embracing view, you have to step back to a considerable 
distance and lose sight of detail. This is not to deny the 
general coloring. I want in fact to concede its existence, for 
it will help me to discuss the two other charges of “sen¬ 
timentality” and “idealization”; and even before that to 
sum up what has so far been established. 

The romantic coloring or family resemblance consists 
first of richness and variety. The works of the romanticists 
are, in Henry James’s vocabulary, “thick.” Many moods 
and many facts are harmonized into one whole. That is why 
our recollection — of Scott, for instance — is so imperfect. 
We do not take in at once all the substance that is there. 
Behind the variety is an encyclopedic purpose. If you think 
Coleridge or Shelley only dreams, you have but to turn 
the page and find them thinking, arguing, analyzing, re¬ 
forming. But not in the abstract: romantic art is full of 
color, activity, contrast. The pace is rapid and the sensa¬ 
tions strong. We are contemporaries of what we see, rather 
than partakers of a liquor distilled long ago. Lifelikeness 
being aimed at, we meet few absolute distinctions of 
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genres: art is for romanticism a flexible mode of expression 
which may embody philosophy, autobiography, learning, 
and social criticism. The incarnation of these ideas is some 
new and individual form, created or chosen to suit the par¬ 
ticular occasion. At its best, romantic art is perfect art, 
in the manner of Homer and Shakespeare, though it has not 
necessarily the shape of that very different thing, a perfect 
work of art. 

Now we may turn to its supposed ideality and senti¬ 
ment. But first let us not be fooled by words. Some kind 
of idealization exists in all art and thought because each 
of them begins by selecting from experience what it thinks 
important. No art can give “life as she is lived”: that is an 
exclusively subjective sense. But idealization can take vari¬ 
ous paths. In classicist doctrine, idealization consists in ap¬ 
proximating a common norm. Here is what Delacroix says 
about his early academic training: “In order to draw the 
ideal Negro head, our teachers make him resemble as far as 
possible the profile of Antinoiis, and then say, ‘We have 
done our best; if in spite of everything he is not beautiful, 
we must abstain altogether from drawing this freak of 
nature, this squat nose and thick lips, which are so unen¬ 
durable to the eyes.’ ” 

The romanticist idealizes, not in the direction of a com¬ 
mon norm, but in the direction of complete expressiveness. 
This is the desire to make each object tell and mean as 
much as it possibly can under the most favorable conditions. 
Now just as classic idealization can be carried so far that it 
denies the plastic difference between one cast of counte¬ 
nance and another, so romantic idealization can be carried 
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to such excess that more is squeezed out of the concrete 
case than it can possibly contain. This is true for example 
of some of Wordsworth’s poems where a pet lamb or an 
idiot boy plays the role of wisdom incarnate. But if it is 
foolish to deny classical power in painting because of the 
excessive idealization of David, so it is absurd to equate 
romanticism solely with the failure of its method. 

No doubt romanticist idealizing is still too near to us to 
acquire that quaintness which we enjoy in its classic coun¬ 
terpart. The costuming, for example, of Racine’s Greek 
heroes and heroines through two centuries is so unbe¬ 
lievably comic as to escape all criticism, and the same might 
be said of the narrow intensity of his Andromaque, in 
which the entrances and exits of the passionate lovers come 
dangerously close to suggesting a farce in a revolving door. 

But there is still another sense in which idealizing is com¬ 
mon to the arts, with no difference of principle discoverable 
between classicist and romanticist techniques. That is the 
method of combining several experiences into one represen¬ 
tation or, what is often the same thing, doing what Racine 
did in Andromaque, namely, distorting for the sake of 
drama. The romanticists made frequent use of both these de¬ 
vices and have been somewhat arbitrarily handled for it. 
Criticism has only slowly come to recognize, for instance, 
that Turner’s painting of a particular spot is truer in virtue 
of his alteration of separate details. Likewise, a scene such as 
Victor Hugo’s bringing together of Danton, Robespierre, 
and Marat in Ninety-Three incurs the charge of false drama 
and idealization, until an historian like H. V. Temperley 
says of it: “No historian in such short compass gives us as 
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good an idea of the gross manly breadth of Danton, of the 
feline caution of Robespierre, or of the insane suspicions 
of Marat. Victor Hugo was always the most learned of 
writers. . . .” 

All this is nothing more than the old Aristotelian teach¬ 
ing that poetic truth is sometimes truer than history, a 
dogma which one is glad to have from the pen of an an¬ 
cient Greek, for it would certainly have been put down as 
an untenable romantic paradox, had it come from a writer 
of the last century. 

The final problem on our hands is that of sentimentality, 
which in vulgar usage is still made equivalent to roman¬ 
ticism. Here, as always, we must distinguish. Some people 
have a way of calling sentimental anything that is described 
as agreeable. If a young man likes an attractive young 
lady, he is said to be “sentimental about her” just as if her 
attractions were some figment of a disordered brain. This 
use of “sentimental” comes down to a hidden assumption 
that everything being bad, any report of good must be a 
sign of blindness. In the criticism of romantic art, this error 
dots every other page. When, for example, the Russian 
novelist Gogol describes scenery with admiration and de¬ 
light, he is dubbed sentimental and romantic; when he 
describes with equal power scenes of sordidness and besti¬ 
ality, he is praised as a realist. Much the same treatment is 
meted out to Balzac, Scott, Hugo, Wordsworth, Byron, 
and the rest. It is apparently difficult for the modem critical 
mind to accept the ugly and the beautiful as sometimes 
coexisting and sometimes separate. Anyhow, they cannot 
both be true, hence the romantic artist is accused of lapses 
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from realism. He is then said to “escape” into the beautiful, 
whether it be scenery, art, religion, or the love of woman. 

Since for many persons this curious assumption is the 
whole content of the word “romantic,” it seems a good 
moment to digress here and relate how the word came to 
be used at all; after which it will be easier to speak without 
confusion of sentimentality properly so-called. The word 
“romantic,” I need hardly say, comes from romance. A 
romance is a type of story, deriving its name from the ro¬ 
mance languages in which it was originally written — that 
is to say, the vernacular tongues which grew up as the 
offspring of Latin in those countries that had been provinces 
of Rome. Since these stories were largely about love and 
adventure, the word “romantic” became associated with 
these two things. Moreover, since these stories were often 
laid in an attractive natural setting, the phrase “romantic 
spot” came in time to be used as the opposite of ugly and 
commonplace. But there was still another element in the 
romances of medieval and classicist times — the improbable 
or fairy-tale element. This gives us five overtones for the 
original meaning of romantic. The word suggests love, ad¬ 
venture, scenic beauty, improbability, and make-believe. 
It needs but a glance to see that these meanings are not 
inescapably glued together: scenic beauty is not in itself 
improbable; adventure is not necessarily make-believe. 
From which it follows that we cannot tell by the mere use 
of “romantic” applied to a person whether he is a hero, a 
lover, a fairy prince, a liar, or a mountain climber. 

S^nificantly enough, this word occurs only once in the 
writings of Rousseau, where it describes the shores of a 
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lake. It was revived in his period, however, to make in¬ 
telligible to the French, not Rousseau’s works, but those of 
Shakespeare, which Letourneur had for the first time trans¬ 
lated. This enthusiast said in his preface that one must 
wander through the countryside, see mountains and the 
ocean, and come upon an airy landscape before one could 
sympathize with Shakespeare’s genius. Letoumeur’s inten¬ 
tion doubtless was to overcome the rationalist and city- 
bred prejudices against Shakespeare which Voltaire had 
confirmed, and to open the mind of the eighteenth century 
to an art which required faith in the existence of natural 
beauty, mystery, heroism, and adventure. 

In short, whenever the word “romantic” is applied to art 
or artists, the overtones of falsity and improbability re¬ 
main to be proved in each particular case. A correct de¬ 
scription of Scott or Byron or Landor as a romantic does 
not convict him of untruthfulness, or even error, for the 
probability of a tale is not enhanced by the mere fact that 
it is set in a slum. An age which welcomes surrealism ought 
to sympathize with this view, and perhaps amend its use 
of “romantic” in the derogatory sense. 

The contrast of Voltaire and Shakespeare brings us back 
to the question of sentimentality as such. For brevity, let 
me be dogmatic and say that sentimentality is not the mere 
display of feehng, nor the possession of excessive feeling — 
who shall say what amount is right? — but the cultivation 
of the feelings without ensuing action. Habitually to enjoy 
feelings without acting upon them is to be a sentimentalist. 
If this is so, I have no hesitation in ascribing sentimentality 
to the late classicist period, the eighteenth century, and in 
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viewing the presence of sentimentality among the roman¬ 
ticists as either a hangover from the past or an isolated in¬ 
dividual characteristic. 

From one point of view, no blame need attach to eight¬ 
eenth-century sentimentality for it is logical that a period 
which ideally repressed its feelings should come to lead a 
double life emotionally, with all its unchanneled feelings 
pushed to one side, and all its reason conventional and nega¬ 
tive. To say: Don’t be an enthusiast, don’t be a poet, don’t 
fall in love, don’t take a risk, nil admirari, is an infallible 
way to make sentimentalists. At any rate sentimentality 
flourished in such representative eighteenth-century figures 
as Richardson, Fielding, Gibbon, Horace Walpole, Sterne, 
Young, Mackenzie, the Abbe Prevost, Marivaux, Diderot, 
Voltaire, Marmontel, and Greuze. It was Voltaire who said 
that the best works of art were those which made one weep 
the most, and it was the romanticist Chateaubriand who 
disputed the criterion. 

This is not to say that Chateaubriand had no sentimental¬ 
ity in him, nor that Voltaire had only sentimentality. But 
the eighteenth century was certainly the age of effusiveness 
about arrivals and departures, dead donkeys, long-lost 
brothers, old soldiers, and dairymaids. It was the age of 
the domestic play and the tearful comedy, of easy moraliz¬ 
ing and good intentions. Where Rousseau is sentimental he 
is as bad as the rest, but his sentiments are not always senti¬ 
mental. It is important to distinguish feeling hung upon 
some conventional peg for the sake of obtaining easy credit 
for good nature, and feelings expressed about some new 
or old object of human concern, where feeling can dis- 
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charge itself in action — either by changing oneself or by 
removing some evil. 

The stock illustration in these matters is Goethe’s Sor¬ 
rows of Young Werther. It will not do to forget that this 
was an eighteenth-century book, published by a young man 
of twenty-five in 1774, To be sure its influence lasted into 
the nineteenth century, and many young men of the later 
period felt a kinship with the unhappy lover who com¬ 
mitted suicide. But to say only this overlooks the impor¬ 
tant fact that the novel is not a eulogy of its hero but a 
case study. Human beings, particularly young men, feel like 
Werther. In the second place, the analysis is on the whole 
unsympathetic. Goethe understands Werther’s feeling for 
Charlotte, for her children, for Klopstock, the thunder¬ 
storm, and the slices of bread and butter; but another and 
a stronger emotion is at work displacing the weaker. That 
emotion is the desire for psychological understanding which 
is to lead to self-mastery. That the analysis worked is shown 
by the fact that Goethe lived to the age of eighty-three, 
having presumably shot his hero so that he himself could 
get on with his other work. 

In the imitations or echoes of Werther the same devotion 
to psychological truth can be found, sometimes reaching 
the point of cruelty. It exists in Constant’s Adolphe, in 
Leopardi’s Dialogues, in Byron’s Harold, in Musset’s Child 
of the Century, in Vigny’s poems and tales, and in Schopen¬ 
hauer’s stoicism. Whatever these works may say of their 
authors’ first hopes, none preaches a turning away from the 
facts that destroy hope. They are warnings, not models. In 
actual life, only one of these men —Musset —came to a 
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bad end, though after producing considerable good work; 
Chateaubriand purged his sentimentality and emerged as 
the terse and lucid writer of the Memoirs jrom Beyond; 
Constant had a political career; Byron — a good-tempered, 
sensible man, as a critic and politician said of his letters — 
ended as a capable leader in the Greek revolt. None of 
them “escaped,” each acted out his feelings. Indeed, most 
of them —Byron and Rousseau among the first —pro¬ 
claimed that the goal of life is not happiness (in the sense 
of enjoyment) but activity. Unlike the sentimentalist who 
has a compartmented existence, the romantic realist does 
not blink his weakness, but reasserts his power. 
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Romantic art, then, is not “romantic” in the vulgar sense, 
but reahstic in the sense of concrete and congenial to the 
spirit of history and science. Romanticism is not simply 
a synonym for subjectivism, over-expressiveness, or senti¬ 
mentality; though strictly understood, these bear respec¬ 
tively upon the philosophy, the technique, and the inherited 
accident of romantic esthetics. Can it be that “romantic” 
meaning “wild and foolish” applies exclusively to a way of 
life? What we said about sentimentality should help settle 
the question, for it showed that the only test of feeling is 
action, and action is also the touchstone for life as the ro¬ 
manticists conceived and tried to live it. 

The most casual reader will have noticed that whenever 
a romantic artist is talked or written about, the facts of his 
life seem to outnumber and overwhelm the facts describing 
his work. Rarely does one find any discussion of Byron or 
Berlioz, for example, which does not very quickly lose 
Itself in biographical detail. The obvious comment to make 
is that it is their own fault for telling us about their lives, 
and for being such good writers that we continue to read 
their memoirs and letters. Two centuries earlier, Hobbes 
and Boileau carefully recorded and doctored their bio¬ 
graphical legend, but no one bothers to look it up. Once 
more it seems to be Rousseau who successfully showed the 
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way with his Confessions. In him and his fellow roman¬ 
ticists, it is clear that life is of considerable importance in 
the shaping and testing of thought. Hence as critics we 
must think biographically, that is, historically. But have 
we developed a technique for assessing the relation of life 
to art? I doubt it. From comments on romanticism we 
gather only that romantic life is part and parcel of roman¬ 
tic art, and that the romantic career is more disorganized 
than that of other men. Can this be the sole meaning of so 
many printed pages? Again, I doubt it. 

At the outset we must confess that what we know about 
the career of art we have learned from the romanticists. 
Both socially and philosophically, they considered art an 
important profession, having difficulties and disadvantages 
of its own, which they analyzed with their usual minute¬ 
ness. We are thus in a poor position to judge whether pre¬ 
vious epochs aroused more or less daily disturbance in the 
breasts of its poets, painters, and musicians. Yet all that 
we have on this point seems to suggest a fairly uniform 
experience. Shakespeare’s sonnets, Dante’s poems, Cellini’s 
memoirs, Poussin’s letters, even the Epistles of Horace and 
the dialogues of Plato, indicate that artistic work has re¬ 
quirements which do not jibe with those of a world or¬ 
ganized exclusively for business and domestic life. So on 
principle we should be suspicious of any statement that the 
romanticists showed more oddities and led more distracted 
lives than their predecessors. 

Besides, any comparison is imperfect which does not take 
into account unequal lapses of time. For example,, we know 
that Socrates was ugly and unbusinesslike and had a shrew- 



Ill 


Romantic Life 

ish wife and homosexual companions. But it was all so 
long ago that the vividness has gone out of these facts, 
leaving us a clear view of the wise man. Had he lived but 
a hundred years ago, every Socratic thought would be 
partly obscured by the figures of Xantippe and Alcibiades. 
It is by virtue of the gradual clearing away of neighboring 
detail that works of the human spirit acquire that dignity 
and grandeur which, confusingly enough, we also call 
by the name of classic. In one sense, then, the romanticists 
have not yet had time to become classic. 

But what is a romantic life? One can perhaps shorten the 
answer by offering as a working generality something 
which is true, though subject to exceptions. I refer to the 
influence of the Napoleonic example upon the men of the 
romanticist generation. It is astonishing how many diverse 
minds of the first rank were caught in the spell of his 
personality. Beethoven, Goethe, Byron, Scott, Hazlitt, 
Stendhal, Victor Hugo, Chateaubriand, Vigny, Manzoni, 
Mickiewicz, Foscolo, Balzac, are a few whose opinions on 
the subject are copious enough to show us the depth and 
discrimination of their regard. Napoleon was tyrant, con¬ 
queror, and faithless usurper — this the romanticists knew 
and said with absolute frankness. They condemned his 
destruction of liberty, his mania for war, and his open con¬ 
tempt for morality, but they found him nevertheless an 
indispensable symbol. He objectified one of their sensa¬ 
tions: they used him as a shorthand sign of what they meant 
by genius and energy. 

For he was the living and historical embodiment of his 
own phrase: “Careers open to talent.” One ought even to 
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say “careers open to genius” since he was no common per¬ 
former in administration and war. He was ezrtra-ordinary, 
and as the dominant figure of his half century he centered 
upon himself the gaze of all those who were pondering the 
nature of man’s fate. As Joubert said in Bonaparte’s early 
days, “Without him, one could not have felt enthusiasm 
for any living thing or power. Thanks to him, admiration 
has come back to rejoice the saddened earth.” Napoleon 
was power and fittingly enough, as Byron notes in Childe 
Harold, he turned out to be also weakness. 

Out of admiration for him grew the wider attitude that 
has been called the “cult of energy.” In its worst aspects it 
could of course become mere waste motion or violence. It 
could be destructive of the individual, as in the career of 
Julien Sorel in Stendhal’s The Red and the Black; or de¬ 
moralizing, as in Balzac’s insatiable heroes; no doubt the 
age devoured its men. But we must not forget that when 
we speak of the romantic life we mean an ideal addressed 
primarily to men with the requisite balance of gifts for 
art or public life. If we apply the test of fruits to both 
these groups during the romantic period, we find that 
“romantic energy” is no vain phrase. Energy was not 
merely a cult but a fact. Whatever we may think of its 
products, the products are there in abundance. The labors 
of Scott are legendary but true, so are those of Balzac. 
The historical, editorial, and political work of Guizot, of 
Gentz, of Macaulay; the threefold career of Goethe; the 
nine hundred canvasses of Delacroix — not counting his 
murals; the patience of Blake, the incredible output of 
Turner; the herculean activity of a Weber, Berlioz, Pa- 
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ganini, or Liszt in creating a musical world out of noth¬ 
ing — all this means work if it means nothing else. 

And to each man’s share must be added his particular 
studies, avocations, and political doings. I spoke before of 
the romanticists’ concern with history: in France it was a 
committee of literary men who unearthed, edited, and 
published within half a dozen years sixty-five volumes of 
historical documents for the then newly founded Societe 
d’Histoire de France — an enterprise carried on as a side 
line to the production of plays, novels, books of verse, 
editions of older poets, political speeches, and a staggering 
mass of critical journalism. 

This summary is not meant to overvalue the artistic 
merit of mere bulk, but to connect it on the one hand with 
the cult of energy, and on the other with a disputed quality 
of romantic life — robustness. On one occasion, Goethe is 
reported to have said that classicism was health and roman¬ 
ticism disease; and this has been repeated as a final judgment 
by someone who was in a good position to know. It would 
be interesting to go into what Goethe and Schiller meant 
by their own “classicism,” which Goethe was contrasting 
at that moment with romanticism. But it is enough to say 
that he was then finishing his second Faust, which he was 
not ashamed to call “Classic-romantic,” and in which he 
eulogizes the spirit of modern poetry under the shape of 
Byron. Moreover if we apply Goethe’s own excellent test 
— the test of seeing whether a man’s outlook paralyzes his 
will to create —we find a full refutation of the disease 
theory in the mere mass of romantic work. Chateaubriand’s 
declaration: “I was overwhelmed with a superabundance 
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of life,” characterizes the group as a whole, and explains its 
labors. 

An equal test of power, but bearing on quality rather 
than quantity, is the situation in which Hazlitt found him¬ 
self when courting a very ordinary coquette. Driven to 
despair by her contradictory antics, the essayist felt he had 
to relieve his anxieties by writing down the facts and ob¬ 
servations which compose that remarkable document, the 
Liber Amoris. Here we think we catch sight of romantic 
life in its most typical aspect — the aspect of unhappy love. 
“As usual,” you say to yourself, “the infatuated romantic 
works the poison out of his system by dilating upon his 
woes, as if they were of the slightest interest to anybody 
else.” Before you even read a line you conclude that this 
confession, this so-called book of love, must be mere slush, 
not to say time wasted on egocentric display. If your 
mind is made up and you do not read the book, you miss 
of course the singular merit of the work as a psychoanalytic 
report on a common situation; you assume falsely that al¬ 
most anyone can make the pangs of disprized love in¬ 
teresting; worst of all, you assume that while undergoing 
them Hazlitt did nothing but brood upon himself. The truth 
is that at that very time he was also producing the critical 
essays which form the second volume of his Table Talk, 
work of a quality as high as any he ever did. With respect 
to Hazlitt’s ego, then, Goethe’s test of “egotism paralyzes” 
gives a complete negative. 

This instance could be duplicated many times over from 
the biographies of the romanticists. It may be De Quincey 
at grips with opium and poverty, Balzac with his creditors. 
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Byron and Shelley with their families and friends, Victor 
Hugo or Mazzini with the police — production goes on, 
as if the issue of a war depended upon it. 

Some critics who have perceived this priority given to 
work over concerns that would paralyze most men have 
argued that the work must be “insincere” or “empty” or “a 
refuge.” These are opinions that must be examined in their 
particular applications, a task beyond the scope of this 
book. But we note down in passing that they contradict 
that other critical gravamen, of a romantic disease end¬ 
ing in artistic paralysis. 

One cause of our confusion is, as I said before, our utter 
lack of technical skill in assessing lives and works. We are 
not sufficiently aware that a biography or autobiography 
can only hit the high spots of a man’s life, his spectacular 
encounters with mankind or the universe. Going from 
peak to peak, it does not explore the valleys where the 
quiet work is done, even on a day of storm and stress. We, 
and not the romantics, do the exaggerating. We take the 
entirely true statement that on a given occasion the artist 
was overwhelmed by a piece of news and remained dis¬ 
traught for six hours, and fail to compute that that leaves 
him eighteen in which to be himself again. We imagine, we 
like to imagine, we prefer to imagine the romantic artist 
flying feverishly from one turmoil to another, and doing his 
greatest work in fits of absence of mind. We construct a 
storybook romanticism out of incomplete observations and 
then attack this fiction as if its faults belonged to the 
reality behind it. 

We should remember that in any biography the ratio 
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between years and pages is always misleading, and in both 
directions: too much and too little. When you consider that 
many of the best-known romantics died before the age of 
forty, that most of them met with every kind of rebuff, 
and that even the temperamentally indolent or the phys¬ 
ically disabled have left enviable memorials of their 
talents, you will be compelled to admit that these men, who 
are dubbed idlers, wastrels, and lovelorn egotists, had a 
remarkable knack for getting things done. 

Even with the unfortunate German school of Novalis, 
Kleist, Tieck, and Wackenroder, the facts and the ap¬ 
pearances are much the same. A writer of the last genera¬ 
tion, Ricarda Huch, thought she was being both just and 
sympathetic when she defined “the romantic type” as “one 
who is lazy and proud of his laziness”; but a less excited 
scholar put the matter more truly. “Her chapter,” says 
Professor Silz of Harvard, “her chapter entitled ‘The Char¬ 
acter of the Romanticist’ should be entitled ‘The Character 
of Ludwig Tieck.’ ” In other words, as too often happens, 
a single example, or one imperfectly analyzed, is made to 
stand for the whole of the evidence. 

In saying that energy is the distinguishing mark of ro¬ 
mantic living, I am not implying that a previous or a later 
age did not also have its herculean workers. Voltaire and 
Diderot were certainly giants of activity, but I believe that 
apart from single instances that may occur in any time, 
energy as expressed in output bears some relation to the 
cultural lie of the land. I do not think it is altogether 
because Mr. T. S. Eliot and Mr. Paul Valery are super¬ 
humanly fastidious that their poems are so few — a point 
I shall return to in the next chapter but one. 
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Meantime we need not be surprised that the romantic 
life was robust and productive, because, as we know, the 
romanticists were encouraged, stimulated, and justified by 
historical circumstances. The French Revolution and Na¬ 
poleon had, in Stendhal’s phrase, made a clean slate. But 
this stimulation was purely spiritual. No one was waiting 
with open arms to receive their gifts. One has but to read 
the lifelong complaints of Goethe — a relatively fortunate 
man as well as a stoical mind — to see that the energetic 
life had to be lived in a dampening milieu. For the habits 
of individual men change at unequal rates, and when it 
seemed to the young Goethe or Schiller “impossible” to go 
on turning out literature in the manner of their predeces¬ 
sors, it seemed to the good burghers not only possible 
but desirable that it should be done. 

This state of affairs explains why we associate the strug¬ 
gle of the artist against his environment with the romantic 
period. Excepting Scott and the historians, there was hardly 
one to whom fame may be said to have come without 
battle. The artists were often, but not always, the aggres¬ 
sors, because they felt it their mission to say truly what they 
saw. Nor were the times out of joint merely because the 
artist had personal complaints, but also because he had 
formulated standards by which to judge the world and its 
institutions. It may have been Liberty or Monarchy or 
Economic reform, or Religion that the romanticist advo¬ 
cated; in every case, he banked on the fact that society 
could change. The revolutionary era had proved change 
possible, and he consequently spoke for his view like a true 
citizen. Under the old regime, if a Mozart rebelled against 
the intolerable servitude of a patron’s household, all he 
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could do was run away. In the nineteenth century, the 
artist starved just as much as in the eighteenth, but at least 
he made his grievance known, he analyzed the general con¬ 
ditions that made it representative, and he fought society’s 
instinctive attempts to muzzle him. It is this rhythm of 
repulse and counterattack which lends to the lives of so 
many romanticists that defiant and assertive character which 
we, looking back, interpret as egotism or antisocial animus. 

But as we have just seen, the issues the romanticists fought 
for were larger than their personal selves. They were po¬ 
litical, social, and esthetic issues. It is in the classicist 
epoch, under authority, that the animus takes a personal 
form, that Dryden attacks Shadwell, that Racine is egged 
on to compete with Corneille, and Pradon set up to undo 
Racine. What I may therefore call the public character of 
romantic art —as against the coterie aspect of classicist 
art — accounts for a part of the confusion with which 
we started, the confusion between the work of a 
given artist and the facts of his life. Already in the seven¬ 
teenth century Pascal had expressed a preference for find¬ 
ing a man rather than an author between the covers of a 
book. The romantic period fulfilled his wish. But this con¬ 
tinuity of art with life entails a disadvantage for the artist’s 
reputation. To him his life and his work are distinct; he 
knows the relative importance to posterity of his tem¬ 
porary lack of funds and a completed symphony. But in 
the hands of a careless or ill-intentioned critic, the trivialities 
of existence can be so interlarded through the substance of 
criticism as to create an impression of helter-skelter, of 
energy indeed, but disorderly — or successful only by acci- 
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dent. Finding the trivialities picturesque, we assign the 
same value to the anecdotal and the critical, and we end by 
projecting a kind of precipitate of all the anecdotes upon all 
the artists of the era. 

I have come to the sober conclusion that nine tenths of 
what we call a “romantic life” in the vulgar sense is an 
unconscious projection of our own mental disorder, fos¬ 
tered by bad biography; just as in the contrary direction 
it is a projection of our wish for calm and serenity that we 
find in the men of the classical period. What confirms me in 
this belief is the repeated experience of finding an astute 
biographer who, having closely studied a particular ro¬ 
manticist, finds his character other than he expected, and 
so diverts or dilutes the name “romantic” in that one in¬ 
stance while continuing to make use of its vulgar meaning at 
large. Mr. Abercrombie does this for Wordsworth, Mr. 
Sackville West for De Quincey, Mr. T. S. Wotton for 
Berlioz, Mr. and Mrs. Stebbins for Weber (as we saw), 
Mr. Edmund Blunden for Leigh Hunt, Messrs. Grabo and 
White for Shelley, Mr. Stringfellow Barr for Mazzini. 

This hardly exhausts the list, whose relevance appears 
when we put side by side a few independent opinions on 
the relation of art to written lives: Lionel Trilling says: 
“It is Shelley’s life, more than anything else, that has hin¬ 
dered the understanding of his work, [so that] a biography 
like Professor White’s is necessary not only for historical 
but for critical completeness.” Mr. Wotton writes: “Ber¬ 
lioz’s music may be now better known; still to many, the 
man is better known than the musician, and many of those 
who know something of the music have not yet disen- 



120 


Romanticism and the Modern Ego 

tangled their picture of the man from their appreciation of 
his art.” Mr. Edmund Blunden: “Mistaken or malevolent 
notions concerning Leigh Hunt die hard in England. . . . 
We may therefore be the more particular in the correction 
of this ungenerous ignorance.” Professor Silz: “A mere 
perusal of the fragments of Friedrich Schlegel and Novalis 
should suffice to disprove the myth of the vague, emotional, 
unreasoning Romanticist . . . they were men of intel¬ 
lect, of supreme intelligence and extraordinary analytical 
power, masters of incisive criticism and trenchant po¬ 
lemic. . . .” Professor Thorpe: “Any valid final estimate of 
Keats must take into account his quite complex nature. It 
is clear he cannot be lightly disposed of as a mere dreaming 
poet interested only in sensuous beauty, . , . No one who 
has read Keats’s remarkable correspondence and has then 
turned to an earnest consideration of his poetry can fail 
to see that he was a man of thought and intellect.” 

A common feature in these remarks is the insistence of 
the writer on the discrepancy between the factual evidence 
and the usual opinion. Unable to reconcile these two as 
regards the particular romantic case, and wishing to correct 
public ignorance, the critical biographer simply whittles 
away the name “romantic” by an ever-increasing series of 
exceptions. 

This means either that we have no comparative stand¬ 
ards or that we do not apply them justly. If we kept in 
mind the disordered lives of classical specimens such as 
Cardinal de Retz, Richard Savage, John Wilkes, or Vol¬ 
taire; if we lingered over the love affairs of Racine, and 
cared as much about Descartes’ mistress and illegitimate 
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daughter as we do about Wordsworth’s; if we had more 
vividly before us the falsifications of Pope; if we recalled 
Johnson’s rowdiness or his bursts of weeping at the reading 
of his own poetry, we should perhaps form a more balanced 
conception of what human beings are like under comparable 
circumstances, and we should cease to find monstrous or 
titillating the lives that the romantic artists led. 

We could make these necessary inferences and correct 
our own “romantic” folly, if we only remembered that in 
all these cases, classical as well as romantic, it is only on 
account of extraordinary achievements that the details of 
the life have been preserved. And by studying the art in¬ 
dependently we could discover its solidity, order, rea¬ 
sonableness, and so work back to the character of its maker. 
Mr. Julian Green is a modern who can do this. He notes 
in his diary: “I read once more, with the utmost delight, 
Rousseau’s Confessions. That admirable style can express 
anything it wishes by the use of the most ordinary words. 
... I know of no other example of an elegance of style 
that is so free from artificiality and pose; but what efforts 
that simplicity must have involved!” 

Lastly, we could learn to mistrust the lay figure of 
biography whom we keep hidden in our mind’s closet, pos¬ 
sibly as an image of ourselves — the man who has never 
been crossed in love, never angry, nor poor, nor dejected, 
nor ridiculous, nor passionate — the man who is pure wax 
through and through and beside whom any living creature 
must seem unbalanced indeed. At the very least, in the 
absence of fixed standards, we can do what Dunning recom¬ 
mended when General McClellan’s reputation suffered a 
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blow from the publication of his love letters to his bride: 
wait until the appearance of other generals’ love letters. In 
other words, judge generals as military men, and romantics 
as artists, first. 


n 

So much for the most salient feature of romantic practi¬ 
cal life — its energy and the harnessing of its energy to the 
production of large-scale achievements. A second meaning 
of “romantic hfe” is more abstract. It suggests a theory of 
hfe, born of a spiritual insight rather than of productive 
strength, though also full of practical consequences in 
action. 

If I should allude to a masterpiece of modern times which 
described how a man came to doubt all the truths he had 
learned in the schools and grew disgusted with the pro¬ 
fessional arts; how he decided to leave his study and wander 
through the world, seeking experience and learning from 
the book of hfe; and how, at last, he came to devote himself 
to working on his own initiative for his fellow men —if 
I gave such a description, almost everyone would assume 
that I was outlining the theme of Goethe’s Faust. This 
would not be wrong, but it so happens that the same words 
would apply equally well to the autobiographical part 
of Descartes’ Discourse on Method. 

There is nothing strange in the similarity, for the situa¬ 
tion in both these hfe stories is a common enough one. 
But Faust is rightly supposed to be the gospel of the ro¬ 
mantic hfe. What then is the difference from Descartes? 
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Simply this — that Faust is, or can be, every man. In the 
romantic view, the lesson of Faust has to be relearned in¬ 
dividually through experience. The lesson of Descartes, on 
the contrary, can presumably be learned from reading the 
remainder of the Discourse on Method. Descartes has alone 
done the perilous work; he has taken the risks and wrested 
the true answers from his experiences. The lesson that Faust 
learns can only be found in the undergoing of experience 
itself. 

This agrees with what we should expect from the abstract 
and authoritative character of classicism as contrasted with 
the concrete and individualist character of romanticism. 
But so much has been loosely said about the romantic 
search for experience, with its accompanying praise of 
striving, that we must look farther into its meaning. First 
consider the situation of Descartes’ or Faust’s disgust with 
academic learning. “Grey is all theory,” says Goethe, and 
“green only Life’s golden tree.” Is this a callow throwing 
over of tradition by some impetuous and self-conceited 
youth? No. Descartes — whom I can use interchangeably 
with Goethe up to their point of divergence — is careful 
to point out that he is learned in the knowledge his teach¬ 
ers gave him and even fit to be himself a teacher. Faust is 
also a learned man, a doctor in every possible sense. Why 
then break the continuity of culture, which is like asking. 
What is the parallel to all this in the lives of the historic 
romanticists? Nothing more nor less than the numerous 
individual “crises” that the period records. John Stuart 
Mill’s is the most famous, though not the earliest in date. 
Before him, Wordsworth had had such a crisis, Fichte and 
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Carlyle also; Vigny and Shelley likewise. The German ro¬ 
mantics who came immediately after Kant, Goethe, and 
Schiller had possibly the worst time of it. These decisive 
changes of direction had certain points in common. In all 
of them, we find studious youths crippled by a vast empti¬ 
ness of spirit. The crisis consists in rejecting, without guar¬ 
antee, the inherited categories of experience and turning to 
activity as a source of material for building up new ones. 
Carlyle’s once well-known words apply here: “The Ever¬ 
lasting No had said: ‘Behold, thou art fatherless, outcast, 
and the Universe is mine’; to which my whole Me now 
made answer: ‘I am not thine, but Free, and forever hate 
thee. . . .’ From that hour I began to be a man.” This is 
by and large the way Wordsworth, Coleridge, Shelley, and 
Mill put aside the eighteenth century and set about creating 
the nineteenth. 

Obviously the “freedom to experience” in this sense is 
a loaded phrase. These young men had been experiencing, 
in the ordinary sense, from the cradle. But nothing is a 
stronger proof of the fact that experience is made by choice 
as well as given by nature than the courageous volte-face 
they made when they became conscious spirits. Nor need 
we pretend that the step was taken altogether without 
help. I am thinking of the influence of Berkeley upon 
Shelley and Coleridge; of Spinoza upon Herder, Schleier- 
macher, and Goethe; of Marmontel and Wordsworth upon 
Mill; of the German philosophers upon Carlyle. These 
influences being nothing more nor less than tradition, or 
rather traditions in the plural, it is a stupid literalism that 
supposes the romantic life to begin by cutting off its own 
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roots. If anything, romanticism began by tapping deeper 
layers for its spiritual nourishment, having found the top¬ 
soil barren from overuse. 

With the aid of a guide, then, the life of experience be¬ 
gins. What are its contents? The stock answer is that it is 
self-indulgence — in love, in drugs, in melancholy, and 
pleasing thoughts of death — the absence of self-control. 
The late Paul Elmer More alluded to this belief by in¬ 
timating that the definition of the romantic was a man with 
a bottle in front of him and who could not stop drinking. 
For a scholar and a Platonist, who should have been familiar 
with both Faust and Plato’s Drinking Bout, this imputation 
is at once blundering and ludicrous. As we saw in another 
connection, the mere physical output of the romantic 
energies precludes the possibility that romantic Experience 
meant addiction to sensuality. We know that Faust is soon 
disgusted in Auerbach’s wine cellar; but possibly one mean¬ 
ing of experience is the fact of having been in a wine cellar 
and learned disgust at first hand. Goethe could not, any 
more than Milton, “praise a fugitive and cloistered virtue.” 

Among the actual romantics there were indeed opium- 
eaters and melancholy poets. Of the former, the principal 
are Coleridge and De Quincey, neither of whom, as every¬ 
one should know, took up the drug for pleasure or “ex¬ 
perience.” In their day laudanum was regularly prescribed 
for stomach ulcers and other painful complaints, and what 
is remarkable is not that these two succumbed to the habit, 
but that both of them exerted the will power to overcome 
it — Coleridge twice and De Quincey four times. The fact 
that the evil itself yielded experience is incidental; what is 
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not incidental, but an effect of will and genius combined, 
is that that same experience was transmuted back into 
Kubla Khan and the dream fugues. 

As for love, the historian has a right to be somewhat im¬ 
patient at the common idea that it was invented by the 
romanticists. Classical society makes of love a much more 
exclusive object of interest, both in life and in art, than 
does romantic society with its wide and diverse interests. 
And it is of course impossible to exclude love from any 
definition of human experience. The only question worth 
considering is how that particular kind of experience shall 
be treated, individually, socially, and artistically. In the 
popular phrase, romantic love idealizes its object, that is 
to say the romantic loves an illusion. This error can always 
happen. But in the romantic period, one is struck by several 
general truths which I shall simply enumerate. First, the 
idealization of the loved one by the artist is not incompati¬ 
ble with a sense of reality. Faust tells us that Gretchen is a 
pure soul — and she is. But he also knows — and tells us — 
that she is an ignorant girl, with red hands roughened by 
housework. 

Other poets may put more or less emphasis on the im¬ 
perfections of their beloved or they may be interested in 
other things. Rousseau, for example, though he is sometimes 
irritating in his “New Heloise” mood, is obviously trying 
to introduce more openness and simplicity in the relations 
of the sexes, and he knows that in describing what is new 
he strays from the possible. Often what we call idealizing 
in romantic love is simply the recognition that a woman is 
a person worth respecting, as well as an object of desire — 
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it is a germ of feminism. At the same time, the romantics’ 
demand for the fulfillment of desire is a complementary 
recognition of the fact that to love a dream picture, to 
pine away in silence like Marivaux’s eighteenth-century 
heroes, is pure sentimentality. 

As for repeated disappointments or lack of fixity in love, 
the romantics seem to show about the same characteristics 
as any other group of men. Their relatively large output 
of love lyrics need not be ascribed to flightiness but rather 
to the fact that a good many romanticists were poets, of 
whom not a few died young. In speaking of their love 
poems we pass judgment on men between the ages of 
twenty and thirty and it is foolish to be surprised that they 
produced the kind of literature youth can pre-eminently 
give. Those who lived to ripe years turned quite normally 
to subjects thought fitter for the meditations of older 
minds. 

But youth is also the time of melancholy and the first 
realization of death, so we should not wonder that Shelley, 
Keats, Poe, Beddoes, and Buchner, return to this theme. 
Yet even in their song it is possible to discern more notes 
than we generally hear. Poe is not always macabre. He 
is a great critic and writer of “scientific” stories; Keats’s let¬ 
ters are not indited to “easeful death,” they are boisterous 
and gay; Buchner is a revolutionist and a satirist; Beddoes 
a critic and a creator of grotesques, as well as a politi¬ 
cian and medical man. The pace and variety of romantic 
life may be too fast for us, or we may be overimpressed 
by what is striking; but the truth remains that the ro¬ 
mantic artist has often modulated to a new and different 
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experience while we are still complaining of his constant 
addiction to a previous one. The very fact that romanti¬ 
cism puts value on both being and becoming, making proc¬ 
ess a part of the goal of life, should put us on our guard 
against supposing that romantic life is uniform sensation or 
the repetition of pleasures. 

Variety is sought for because the world is various, be¬ 
cause life is made up of contrasts, and because opposites 
help destroy the ever-returning sense of provincialism. 
Hence the romanticist travels. Foreign lands and customs 
and literatures give perspective; they too have real exist¬ 
ence, and not only one’s own. Nothing, therefore, could 
be more inappropriate than the term “exotic” applied to 
romantic tastes, for exoticism implies the classic belief that 
one is at the center of the universe and that everything 
else is ear-otic to it. 

This cultural relativism does not contradict the correct 
belief that the romanticists were also nationalists. But the 
label “nationalist” has considerably changed its meaning 
since the romantic period. The men of that time seldom, if 
ever, used the word to describe themselves, and if we must 
use it about them, it must always be with the modifier 
cultural in front of it. The romantics’ nationalism is cul¬ 
tural nationalism. They spoke less of nations than of “peo¬ 
ples,” whom they considered the creators and repositories 
of distinct cultures. The romantics could hardly have over¬ 
looked this and remained good historians, or even good 
critics. But they went further and maintained that each 
human group, being a unique product of history, was 
worth preserving in its integrity. They compared Europe 
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to a bouquet, each flower growing in its appointed soil, a 
simile which has only slowly degenerated into the opposite 
absolutism of Blut und Boden. 

To them the idea of imposing any nation’s ways, speech, 
or art upon another was repellent. For this was precisely 
the rationalist mistake that the French Revolution had 
attempted to carry out and that they were combating. 
Whether we turn to Herder’s Thoughts on History, where 
incidentally he repudiates “those ignoble words, ‘the races 
of men,’ ” or whether we read Wordsworth’s full exposi¬ 
tion of romantic nationalism in his pamphlet on the Con¬ 
vention of Cintra, or whether we follow Victor Hugo on 
his tour of The Rhine, we find this same non-aggressive, 
historical-minded, and cultural nationalism, which cherishes 
diverse nationalities, speech, and folkways for what they 
are. 

Modern critics of romanticism are prone to assert that 
out of this doctrine grew present-day National Socialism 
with its insistence on the Volk. This outcome, they add, 
was all the more natural because the romantics preached the 
struggle for life; an idea, they go on, which is not only 
included in the Faustian myth but is a part of the biological 
view of man that German fascism has in our day so 
cruelly exploited. 

The description has a deceptive ring of truth, but as 
usual it goes too fast, and by skipping the points of contact 
between one idea and the next shows as inevitable and uni¬ 
versal what was in fact only local and possible. We saw 
above how the peculiar condition of Germany under the 
Napoleonic tyranny put a premium upon aggressive 
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energy. This energy developed around the idea of the 
state and was re-enforced by that of a nation united 
through its common culture. At this stage it was indeed 
cultural nationalism militant — but militant in defense. 
Even so, it was not a unanimous feeling. Many felt as 
Goethe did in looking back upon this period: “How could 
I take up arms without hatred? And how could I hate 
without youth? I have never shammed. I have never given 
utterance to what I have not experienced. I have only 
composed love-songs when I have loved. How could I 
write hate-songs without hatred? And between ourselves, 
I did not hate the French, though I thanked God when we 
were free of them. How could I, to whom culture and 
barbarism are alone of importance, hate a nation which 
is among the most cultivated on earth, and to which I owe 
so great a part of my acquirements?” 

Out of his younger fellow poets’ hatred grew, without 
question, the mood of 1870 and 1940. It was a progressive 
shift from defense to offense, about which I shall have 
more to say in the next chapter. But its setting and purpose 
have nothing specifically romantic. As for the idea of 
struggle, Goethe’s oft-quoted text says streben, that is 
to say “strive,” a word which can be filled with any con¬ 
tents, and which it is sheer demagogy to expound as neces¬ 
sarily meaning human fighting. 

To be sure striving implies resistance, opposition, and 
resulting victory or defeat. But these are metaphors that 
apply to exploring the Antarctic or building a tunnel as well 
as to winning battles. The romantic view of life did rejoice 
in risk, adventure, and heroism. It said that these things 
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were life, and it still remains to be proved that they are 
not, in the sense that life can be maintained, either in¬ 
dividually or collectively, without them. When the West¬ 
ern world as a whole adopts the creed of passivity, rewards 
those who decline adventure, and cherishes the lotus-eater 
above the doer, it will be time to pour indignant scorn on 
the romantic apostles of Faustian striving. 

I said earlier that classicism provided a fixed greatness; 
the king was great whether he did anything or not. Ro¬ 
manticism could only admire an active greatness; it even 
admired failure if greatness had been shown, because it 
knew that it is by a succession of failures, by doggedness, 
that man can overcome both himself and the indifferent, 
or resistant, or simply mysterious universe. The immediate 
goal was, as with Wordsworth, “Resolution and Independ¬ 
ence,” and romanticism knew that these things were not 
given, but won by striving. 

The farther goal was salvation, the search for the infinite 
that corresponds to man’s divine spark of infinite longing. 
This search under romanticism reached not one but dozens 
of different goals. I need only list the pantheistic union 
with nature of Goethe, and Schelling, and Berlioz; the 
Protestant revival led in Germany by Schleiermacher, 
Hegel, and Jacobi; in England by John Henry Newman 
and the Tractarians; the Catholic revival in France with 
Chateaubriand and Lamennais; the liberal or radical agita¬ 
tion of Byron, Hazlitt, Hugo, Mazzini, and others; the 
cult of science preached by Vigny, Goethe, and John 
Stuart Mill; the socialist programs of Fourier, Saint-Simon, 
and Robert Owen; finally the several systems of philoso- 
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phy, of history, and of art which our own period is still 
wrangling about. 

Among ail these, three may be counted other than hu¬ 
mane or humanitarian in purpose —the economic system 
of Adam Muller, the anarchical egotism of Max Stirner, 
and the Young Germany movement with its poets, Bur- 
schenschaften, and Wartburg Festivals. For excellent rea¬ 
sons — which are no excuse — these were solely German 
manifestations, though of a spirit which their authors might 
well say they learned from Napoleon and his French 
armies. If this is true, we should then have to discuss the 
self-perpetuating effects of wars of aggression, from 
Caesar to Hitler, and not the contents of philosophies 
elaborated for the most part by peaceable poets and or¬ 
ganizing intellects. 

Romantic striving may therefore be summed up as the 
effort to create something out of Experience individually 
acquired. It is a striving because human experience does 
not automatically dictate its own forms or point out its 
own values. That the task of man is to discover these for 
himself is shown by his possession of energies and desires. 
In other words, biological man, with passions and powers 
that will not let him stay idle, is a fact of nature. Romanti¬ 
cist doctrine upheld this notion when it was denied by 
the mechanical materialists — Benthamite or other —who 
harked back to the eighteenth century. But the recognition 
of biological man does not necessarily imply a given sys¬ 
tem, philosophical or nationalistic. To link romanticism 
with fascism because both take a biological view of man 
would require that we also describe the Woman’s Lying-in 
Hospital as a fascist institution. 
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Speaking generally, romantic life led in two directions 
— union with God, conceived either traditionally or pan- 
theistically or metaphysically; and work for mankind, con¬ 
ceived in the form of either social improvement, or the 
creation of art, or the application of science. Faust dies, we 
must remember, upon perceiving that his happiness lies in 
the hope of helping men by the building of a great dike. 
His last words are worth quoting anew as an affirmation of 
things ampler and better than are remembered by those 
who use “Faustian” to mean egotistical and destructive: — 

Yes! to this thought I hold with firm persistence; 

The last result of wisdom stamps it true: 

He only earns his freedom and existence, 

Who daily conquers them anew. 

Thus here, by dangers girt, shall glide away 
Of childhood, manhood, age, the vigorous day: 

And such a throng I fain would see,— 

Stand on free soil among a people free! 

Then dared I hail the Moment fleeing: 

“Ah, still delay — thou art so fair!” 

The traces cannot, of mine earthly being. 

In aeons perish — they are there! — 

In proud forefeeling of such lofty bliss, 

I now enjoy the highest Moment —this! 

The judgment of Mme. de Stael, aided by Schlegel’s, that 
the romantic view of life is basically Christian seems fully 
justified, for it combines the infinite worth of the individual 
soul in its power and weakness, the search for union with 
God, and the gospel of work for one’s fellow man. 



6. The Four Phases of Komanticism 


The two preceding chapters have concerned themselves 
with essences — those of romantic art and romantic life, 
insofar as they can be generalized about by neglecting in¬ 
dividual, national, and chronological differences. From the 
conclusions arrived at, we gathered that the meaning of 
romantic has to be radically modified if it is to accord with 
the facts, and that its usual sense is quite irrelevant to the 
purposes of cultural history. Leaving essences for the time 
being, we shall now turn to the sequence of events in 
time and answer the query, “After romanticism, what?” 

Any simplification of history such as is implied by a 
phrase like “the four phases of romanticism” is open to ob¬ 
jections arising not only from local diversities, but also from 
differences of opinion as to when a given phase begins or 
ends. To illustrate this difficulty and set the stage for the 
“four phases” suggested here, I shall first briefly sketch 
the development of romanticism in its national and chrono¬ 
logical aspects. Throughout the eighteenth century, all 
over Europe, signs appeared of new interests and new feel¬ 
ings about neglected elements of life and art. This is some¬ 
times called eighteenth-century romanticism or pre-roman¬ 
ticism. It covers the period from Dyer and Tfiomson to 
Cowper, from Klopstock and Wieland to late Lessing and 
early Goethe, from Marivaux to Marmontel and Chenier 
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— a fairly spontaneous rise of novelty everywhere, in spite 
of crosscurrents of influence. But this movement does not 
in my view constitute romanticism. There is in it too great 
an intermingling of the old with the new, and the all- 
important new forms, which are the mark of decisive 
cultural change, are still lacking. 

Departure in form appears at widely spaced intervals in 
the several countries of Europe, and first in Germany — 
partly because her eighteenth-century literature was largely 
of French importation, partly because her rich tradition 
of German folklore was never stamped out by a cen¬ 
tralized absolutism. Under Lessing’s vigorous and brilliant 
attack, second-hand and second-rate classicism fell away 
and the new forms appeared as early as the 1770’s with 
Burger’s Lenore, Goethe’s Gotz von Berlichingen, and 
Schiller’s Robbers. 

In England, the shock that broke the dominant tradition 
seems to have been the French Revolution. We can date 
romanticism from Burns and Blake. Then Scott and Words¬ 
worth sharpen the break in the decade 1789 to 1799, all 
four deeply moved by the meaning of the events across 
the Channel. But understandably enough, those same events 
in France itself had the effect of delaying the outburst of 
new ideas. Dictatorship, at first revolutionary, then Napo¬ 
leonic, stifled expression and directed energies to political 
ends. The most gifted French poet alive in 1789, Chenier, 
went to the guillotine in 1794. Three years later, the young 
Viscount Rene de Chateaubriand was in exile in England, 
where he published his Essay on Revolutions, a mixture of 
rationalism and the historical spirit, of Rousseau and tradi- 
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tional monarchism. It was not until 1800 that he returned to 
his native land and saw his fame assured with the Genius of 
Christianity, in which, as someone has said, Pascal triumphs 
and becomes a poet. 

But there were further delays. The Napoleonic censor¬ 
ship suppressed original thought, and the encouragement 
that Mme. de Stael meant to give to new ideas by her book 
on Germany perished at the hands of the police in 1810. 
It was not in fact until ten years later that the young genius 
of Lamaitine made itself heard. Between 1820 and 1830, 
then, is the incubating time of French romanticism, which 
burst forth in full-blown vigor towards the end of the 
decade with Hugo’s Preface to Crotmvell, Stendhal’s 
Racine et Shakespeare, Delacroix’s Death of Sardanapalus, 
and Berlioz’s “Fantastic Symphony.” 

In Spain, Italy, Poland, and Russia, the establishment of 
romanticism paralleled in time its coming of age in France. 
Italy — or rather Milan — was perhaps in advance of Paris, 
and Spain and Russia a trifle lagging, unless we except the 
ripe genius of Goya, which reached its high point during 
the Spanish war of liberation from Napoleon. Everywhere, 
the new developments were the outcome of deeply rooted 
national traditions, combined with a common recovery 
from the eighteenth-century blight on poetry. Russia and 
Poland offer particularly good examples, their romantic 
revivals being in fact their first great and original literary 
epoch since the Renaissance, and being called, as a result, 
the “classic period” of their literary history. With Pushkin, 
Gogol, and Lermontov in Russia, Mickiewicz, Slowacki, 
and Krasinski in Poland, these two countries not only made 
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lasting contributions to European literature, but explored 
and gave form to their own past and present, their own 
reality and ideals, with a fullness and power that nothing 
in their pseudo-classical and pseudo-French tradition could 
have led one to expect. Here as elsewhere, the quick recep¬ 
tion of influences, as shown in, say, Pushkin’s Byronism, is 
a sign, not of imitation but of pre-established sympathy 
between minds independently tending towards the same 
goals. 

Romanticism as a European phenomenon, then, comes 
of age between 1780 and 1830, and remains undisputed 
master of the field until about 1850. This period constitutes 
what I find it convenient to regard as the first phase. 
By the latter date, 1850, some of the greatest names in ro¬ 
manticism belong to the dead: Burke, Burns, Byron, 
Shelley, Blake, Keats, Scott, Wordsworth, Coleridge, Haz- 
litt. Lamb, Pushkin, Lermontov, Espronceda, Goya, Biich- 
ner, Beddoes, Chateaubriand; Leopardi, Beethoven, Chopin, 
Mendelssohn, Schubert, Schumann, Bellini; Bonington, 
Gericault, Balzac, Stendhal, Gerard de Nerval, Goethe, 
Schiller, Hegel, Schelling, Schleiermacher, Hoffmann, 
Kleist, Holderlin, Novalis, Wackenroder, and the brothers 
Schlegel. 

This list suggests that in seventy years, two semi-genera¬ 
tions — an older and a younger group — have made their 
contribution and left the stage; yet in the short working 
time of twenty to twenty-five years allotted to each group, 
all the forms, ideas, perceptions, tendencies, genres, and 
critical principles have been put forward which the rest 
of the nineteenth century is to make use of in its further 
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development. What I am suggesting is that the first phase 
of romanticism is one of extraordinary, unremitting, un¬ 
specialized production in all fields. The next three phases, 
which we are about to examine, are efforts at specialization, 
selection, refinement, and intensification. Romanticism 
sounds all the themes of the century in its first movement. 
The next three movements develop one theme each. These 
next three movements are: Realism, Symbolism — which 
may also be called Impressionism — and Naturalism. The 
divisions in time are roughly: 1850 to 1885 for Realism, and 
1875 to 1905 ^or the other two movements. 

Each of these takes the form of a strong reaction against 
its predecessor, with the exception of Naturalism, which 
reacts against its own contemporary. Symbolism. This 
strong reaction is accompanied, of course, by theories 
which tell us that the preceding movement has failed, but 
which generally point at the same time to some part of 
that movement as containing the germs of a really sound 
approach to the new problems of the particular art. Thus, 
for instance, the realistic Russian novelists admire and 
vindicate parts of Gogol, but separate them from what they 
are pleased to call his romanticism, as if the artist had not 
been himself in both aspects of his genius. 

In the nature of things, the movements that follow the 
“failure of romanticism” are, like any specialization, easier 
to grasp and define. They are more consistent and con¬ 
centrated; they have more the air of a school about them; 
but when closely examined they show such clear marks of 
stenuning from the main trunk that no doubt can arise 
about the thesis here presented: romanticism does not die 
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out in 1850 but branches out under different names like a 
delta. 

This has sometimes been remarked, but usually in piece¬ 
meal fashion. The relation of the Pre-Raphaelites to Blake, 
and of the Impressionists to Turner and Delacroix, is per¬ 
haps the most visible, and hence the most often noted, but 
it is not necessarily the closest. In some cases, as with Zola 
and Flaubert, the debt to Hugo and Balzac has been ad¬ 
mitted by the artists themselves. This is also true of the 
debt owed by the Russian Five to Glinka, Weber, and Ber¬ 
lioz. That owed by Debussy and the whole French school 
to Berlioz has also been stated on good authority. Often, 
where the kinship between a romantic and a post-romantic 
may seem tenuous, the appearance can generally be ac¬ 
counted for by a quantitative difference: there is much 
more Impressionism in an Impressionist than in Delacroix, 
because Impressionism is all there is in an Impressionist. 
What is plain in the later man is but one aspect of the 
work of the earlier. 

I need not add that opinions vary widely about which 
of any two phases is preferable — the first, encyclopedic, 
or one of the later, selective. With this question of taste we 
are not concerned. Modern feeling, for reasons I shall men¬ 
tion later, works against a Just appreciation of romanticist 
performance. Even so, to assign virtues otherwise than in 
the light of one’s own individual enjoyment seems to me 
to quarrel with history: there is neither the need nor the 
possibility of a new full-scale renaissance or romanticism 
every twenty years, and after an epoch of “all-out” pro¬ 
duction, artists can only refine. 
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If there were any doubt about this, the doubt would be 
removed by the tendency, noticeable in many romanticists, 
to end their career with a conscious effort at refinement 
and simplification. Tieck and Pushkin, Berlioz and Goethe, 
are good examples, for whom there is no need to invoke the 
misleading cliche of “reformed romantic” as if there were 
something of the repentant criminal in a change of manner. 
It is highly credible that if a certain type of artist lived for 
two hvmdred years while his contemporaries lasted the 
usual span, he would follow without constraint or imita¬ 
tion the curve of their successive changes of style. This 
is not artistic determinism. It suggests not a cause but a 
condition of art, namely that its problems and techniques 
follow an inner logic, at the same time as they respond 
to that outside pressure of the times which the greatest 
artists have seldom wished to resist. 

n 

With these generalities in mind, we are in a position to 
do for Realism what I have tried to do for Romanticism: 
to see as far as possible through the eyes of its representa¬ 
tive figures. Since Realism began with the assumption that 
romanticism had failed, what is meant by its failure? Ob¬ 
viously it had failed to please the younger generation. But 
had it failed absolutely? It seems a paradox to speak of 
failure and yet go back to haggle over this or that aspect 
of it as critics and artists have been doing for a century. 
If the first phase of romanticism ended in bankruptcy, 
why are we all wasting our time in protracted talk of its 
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works and complaint of its evil effects? Undoubtedly we 
mean instead its failurer, in the plural. 

For like all previous attempts without exception, roman¬ 
ticism failed to establish a universal order, permanent peace, 
and a common language of art and philosophy. As E. M. 
Forster has said, history is a series of messes. From these, 
temporary and local achievements stand out like isolated 
peaks. This is in fact what romanticism asserts about the 
world, and the real paradox would be to have its clearest 
perception belied by the facts. In classicism, the peak is 
the establishment of fixed order for a small class by the 
exclusion of real but disturbing facts. In romanticism the 
peaks are individual achievements, serviceable to others 
not by enforced imitation but by free choice. Consequently 
romanticism is rich in successes, and proportionately rich in 
failures. Who tries for much stands to gain or lose much. 
No concealment in mediocrity is possible, even if desire 
for concealment were present. 

As heralds of defeat one thinks first of those disheartened 
German romantics who turned to Catholicism, neo-medi¬ 
evalism, and political nationalism, because a more inclusive 
and more perfect order did not win the support of their 
fellow nationals. Next, one looks at the so-called Victorian 
Compromise, which followed the Reform Bill of 1832 and 
the rise of industrialism. There one sees political order 
achieved by a class who voluntarily accepted the strictest 
code of morality as a substitute for force and a guarantee 
against revolution. It fulfilled its purpose by subtracting 
from the romanticist program a certain freedom of in¬ 
dividual behavior and certain expressions of the feelings. 
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At this cost it saved intellectual freedom alone out of the 
larger romanticist scheme. 

On the Continent, where between 1830 and 1848 a 
similar attempt was made by a part of the bourgeoisie, one 
thinks of the series of uprisings and revolutions which 
foiled this compromise while seeking a short cut to the 
good life, that is to say, the concrete goods romanticism had 
desired: individual liberty within the social organism; the 
satisfaction of man’s needs under the spur of imagination; 
and the pursuit of the intellectual, national, and religious 
life without superstition or intolerance. By 1850 all these 
legitimate aims were disappointed, whether they had been 
expressed as liberalism, as cultural nationalism, or as Utopian 
socialism. 

The rebound from this disappointment was Realism. The 
very word wants to convey that what romanticism desired 
was not possible, and that the romanticists’ methods would 
not work. Realism is the fox in the fable who said the 
grapes were sour. To say so is not to prejudge the case 
against Realism, for to this day we cannot affirm that the 
romantic aims are not achievable by the romantic means. 
Realism, meanwhile, was sure that they were not, and 
hence turned to two famihar devices — force and mate¬ 
rialism. It developed Realpolitik, which means the abandon¬ 
ment of principle — on principle — and the adoption of 
cynicism in its place. The signs and successes of this new 
method were seen in the unification of Italy under Cavour, 
that of Germany under Bismarck, and the emergence of the 
second French Empire under Napoleon III. 

In thought, materialism played the same role that force 
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played in politics. In the highly symptomatic work of 
Karl Marx, the two are united. Force replaces either the 
concerted good will of the earlier socialists or the individ- 
ualist-mutualist schemes of a Fourier or Proudhon. In Ger¬ 
man philosophy, the materialistic school flourished in the 
fifties with Moleschott, Ludwig Buchner — the brother of 
the dead romantic poet —and Feuerbach, whose writings 
influenced another symptomatic character of the period — 
Richard Wagner. 

Behind all these manifestations of force and matter was 
the august authority of physical science, particularly chem¬ 
istry and the new physics, which had just established the 
theories of the conservation of matter and the mechanical 
equivalent of heat. Here, too, unification was going on, and 
a new world system was being built which seemed a bridge 
reaching back to Newton over the dying corpse of ro¬ 
mantic, vitalist biology. For this was also the time when the 
work of Spencer and Darwin once again delivered biology 
over to materialism. So ripe was the occasion that within 
five years after the appearance of the Origin of Species, 
the belief began to spread that science was synonymous with 
Darwinismus. The return to eighteenth-century mecha¬ 
nism was complete, and it looked as if romanticism had 
never been, except for the fact that Realism discovered and 
gave fame to a neglected romantic philosopher — not a 
materialist, but a stoic who had proclaimed the inescapable 
badness of things — Arthur Schopenhauer. 

What had in fact occurred? A reduction of romantic 
perceptions and methods to a single term; Realism meant 
force imthout principle, matter 'without mind, mechanism 
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imthout life. And what was the motive of this simplifica¬ 
tion? The quicker or surer achievement of some of the 
romantic aims: nationality, social order, intellectual unity, 
the improvement of the human lot. Marx’s socialism pro¬ 
ceeds from all the motives of his so-called Utopian prede¬ 
cessors, but scorns morality and persuasion while presenting 
itself to the public as science. Finally, what was the method 
of this realistic reduction? It was the method of appeal to 
a common denominator. Liberals, conservatives, and radi¬ 
cals were united by their common desire for tangible, ter¬ 
ritorial nationhood; scientific hypotheses were tested by 
their suitability to mechanical representation or analogy — 
it was the heyday of the luminiferous ether; while force, 
which is by its nature a leveler of divergence, was applied 
as the great resolver of social paradoxes and complexities. 

This notion of a common denominator ruthlessly adhered 
to is of course essential to science, though it may make a 
difference to science itself which denominator is chosen. 
But Realism had as yet no inkhng of this. It equated science 
with the common denominator of matter, which is why 
the post-romantic period seems in all ways so scientific. It 
felt it had at last reached solid ground, not only in the study 
of nature but in that of history, philology, law, economics, 
and anthropology. It prided itself on correcting the errors 
and “extravagances” of the romanticists — though as one 
candid scholar pointed out, if the romanticists had not been, 
there would have been nothing to correct. 

This whole pattern can be carried over bodily into the 
domain of the arts. The Realist schools that sprang up in 
the fifties and sixties were inspired by the desire to correct 
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and amend romanticism. Here again, what were the char¬ 
acteristic romantic failures? I have already mentioned some 
— overexpressiveness; a quantity of unsuccessful attempts at 
new forms; an exuberance of animal spirits, translated, as 
in Elizabethan England, into an exuberance of language; a 
too zestful appetite for dramatic contrast, intensity, and 
distortion. To these may be added a certain roughness and 
carelessness of treatment, side by side with the most finished 
and minute detail — Gothic or Shakespearean character¬ 
istics, which are frequent in the works of men conscious of 
their strength and indifferent to proving it. 

Repelled and irritated by all this, the realists applied as 
their new criterion of the “really real” the denominator of 
common experience. Flaubert is the classic example of 
Realism so defined and made into a method. Madame 
Bovary is the bible of Realism as Faust is the bible of ro¬ 
manticism. We have often enough been told how hard 
Flaubert worked and we know from successive drafts of 
his novel what he was working toward. He strove to 
achieve truth by the exclusion of any subjective detail, by 
which — if the reader will recall my earlier definition — I 
do not mean fanciful detail, but simply individual and pos¬ 
sibly uncommon perception. In the various stages of a 
description of rain falling on Rouen and the surrounding 
hills, for example, Flaubert flattens out every image, re¬ 
moves every salient word, docks every “original” idea, 
until what is left is what anybody might have said about 
the scene — though nobody, of course, but Flaubert could 
have said it. Scene and prose are objectified by being made 
completely intersubjective. 
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Now a noteworthy fact about the master of Realism is 
that he began as a romanticist. He himself recorded the 
transformation. “How was your youth spent?” he in¬ 
quires of a friend in 1858. “Mine was very beautiful in^ 
ivardly. I had enthusiasms which I now seek for in vain; 
friends, alas, who are dead or changed. A great confidence 
in myself, splendid leaps of the soul, something impetuous 
in my whole personality. I dreamed of love, glory, beauty. 
My heart was as wide as the world, and I breathed all the 
winds of heaven. And then gradually, I have grown callous, 
tarnished. I accuse nobody but myself. I gave myself over 
to absurd sentimental gymnastics. I took pleasure in fight¬ 
ing my senses and in torturing my heart. I repelled the 
human intoxications which were offered me. Furious with 
myself, I uprooted the man with both my hands, two 
hands full of pride and strength. I wished to make of that 
tree with verdant foliage a bare column in order to place 
on its summit, as on an altar, I know not what divine flame. 
. . . That is why I find myself at thirty-six so empty and 
at times so weary. Is not this story of mine a little like your 
own?” 

The secret of Realism is in this change: it was not only 
his story but that of all the self-aware artists of the period 
who, at the sight of the material conditions I listed earlier, 
determined to replace the “tree with verdant foliage” by 
a bare column. Flaubert, as we shall see, underwent another 
spiritual change and ended as a symbolist, but his impor¬ 
tance for us here is that he first crucified romanticism in 
himself, knowing that had he not done so, his romanticism 
would have been secondhand, anachronistic, incomplete; 
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just as it was in Emma Bovary, who, as we all know, read 
Scott in her adolescence and dramatized herself as a heroine 
throughout life. When Flaubert reached the point of say¬ 
ing, “I am Emma Bovary,” the Realistic coup d’etat had 
become history. 

Because Flaubert had to blind himself to the realism in 
Scott and to pick and choose among the elements of Balzac 
does not mean that he was ungrateful or unjust as a critic. 
It means only that specialization had set in. A different 
order of genius was being used upon selected materials. 
“Flaubert,” as Mr. John Peale Bishop has aptly said, “al¬ 
ready represents a deterioration of the romantic will in 
which both Stendhal and Byron, with the prodigious ex¬ 
ample of Napoleon before them, could not but beUeve.” 

For fifty years or more after Flaubert, the novel was to 
be the plausible and minute recital of commonplace events. 
More than that, because the setting and routine of life were 
being made increasingly drab by industry, the contents of 
the novel became more and more dreary and dull, until that 
moment in George Gissing’s New Grub Street when the 
wretched Biffen loses the manuscript of the most realistic 
of all novels — so like life that its dullness will make it im¬ 
possible to read. 

That the great realistic novels of the mid-century are 
anything but dull hardly disproves the validity of Realism 
as a method. For though by it the real is defined as the com¬ 
monplace and tends towards the sordid, it nevertheless is 
so wide a field that to see it systematically exploited is in 
itself a pleasure. The romanticists — Scott, Balzac, Hugo, 
Stendhal, George Sand, Gogol —had but shown what 
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could be done. Moreover, realism in fiction did not at once 
or always achieve the naked form that Flaubert sought for. 
In Dickens, in Thackeray, in George Eliot, and even in 
Trollope — partly because they were born during the hey¬ 
day of romanticism, and partly because of the Victorian 
moral tone —realism often appears under that envelope 
of agreeable make-believe which I have termed secondhand 
romanticism. I mean such things as the story of Amelia 
and Dobbin in Vanity Fair or the change of plot forced on 
Dickens in Our Mutual Friend. 

The result of this division which realism made between 
what it called real and what it added to gild the pill was 
unfortunate. For it reopened the door to sentimentality, 
of which the romanticists, as we know, had barely purged 
themselves in mid-career. The same condition that had 
created sentimentality in the eighteenth century — the split 
between reason and feeling — reproduced it after 1850. It 
accounts, as I see it, for the worst in the great Victorians 
up to Swinburne and Meredith. I mean not only the two 
distinct layers of substance in the English novel, but the 
corresponding attempt in Tennyson to reconcile his solid 
ideas with a penchant for storybook conceptions; or in 
Browning to combine “tough” colloquial speech with 
secondhand adventure drawn from Renaissance history. 

Worst of all, this same split is reproduced in Matthew 
Arnold, one aspect of whose influence canonized this ef¬ 
feminacy. Although Arnold’s poetry usually succeeds in 
crystallizing frankly accepted moods, it is forever to be 
deplored that he should have been the one to filter the 
romantic poets’ output through his sentimental critical 
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taste. It is to him that we owe our incomplete view of 
Byron and of Wordsworth; it was he who, by coining the 
phrase, helped create the legend of Shelley as an “inef¬ 
fectual angel beating his luminous wings in vain”; it was 
he who objected that Burns dwelt on the unlovely aspects 
of Scottish life; it was he who by his methods for testing 
poetry narrowed its scope to grandeur and nobility, thus 
masking the realism of the romantics and disqualifying 
Dryden, Pope, and Swift as poets; finally it was he who 
exhumed from their quiet resting places the least sturdy 
representatives of the earlier generation — Senancour, 
Joubert, M. and E. de Guerin — and thereby encouraged 
men to associate romantic awareness with drooping self- 

p«y- 

On the face of it. Realism was most congenial to the liter¬ 
ary arts. It revived the drama in the form of the well- 
made play, which was staged with all the “accuracy” that 
nineteenth-century research and mechanical contrivance 
could desire. But through this visual art Realism also af¬ 
fected both music and painting. For in the mid-century the 
dominant musical form was the form where plain realism 
can be achieved — the opera. Its masters were Meyerbeer 
and Verdi, both trading on the achievements of romanti¬ 
cist music and romanticist playwriting, I have shown at 
length elsewhere how this tradition culminated in the 
Gesamtkunst'werk of Wagner, which may be called pan- 
realistic through its appeal to eye and ear by means of a 
junction of all the arts. 

In painting, the school of Courbet, refining on the prin¬ 
ciples of Delacroix, Corot, and the open-air school, fol- 
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lowed the precepts of Realism by its choice of subjects 
from daily life and by its treatment of them in as un- 
dramatic a manner as possible. Courbet paints animals, cliffs, 
men breaking stones by a roadside, a picnic, a village fu¬ 
neral, himself arriving from a walking trip and greeted by 
his host — in all of these the moment is seized on as by a 
camera, for purposes of record. With the exception of 
the large manifesto painting, “The Naked Truth,” there 
is, as in Flaubert, a conscious refusal to suggest atmosphere, 
individuality, or point of view. 

This has been alleged as a reason why Courbet and the 
realists generally were not successful as portrait painters. 
Without pronouncing on this point, I can think of no bet¬ 
ter way to illustrate the presumed difference between real¬ 
ism and romanticism in painting than by relating a minor 
discovery I made during the summer of 1942 in the Na¬ 
tional Gallery at Washington. In a room devoted to the 
nineteenth century were the two portraits of Alfred 
Bruyas, by Courbet and Delacroix respectively. Next to 
each painting were typewritten notes designed to instruct 
the casual sightseer in the values to be derived from the 
several works. I confess that until I came to these portraits, 
1 had neglected to read the notices, but something drew 
me to this pair, and this is what I learned: Bruyas was a 
southern French businessman interested in the arts, and 
he was painted by both artists in the same year, 1853. 
But, according to the notice Delacroix, being a romanti¬ 
cist, made Bruyas look “unhealthy and Hamlet-like,” 
whereas the realist Courbet “has stressed the directness and 
acumen of the wealthy patron of Montpellier; the figure 
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has greater weight and healthy energy.” This is, of course, 
pretty active reading-in by the critic and perhaps not ac¬ 
curate, but it faithfully reflects the attitude that the Realist 
would like the observer to share: business acumen is more 
real in a patron than thoughts about art, and bodily weight 
than expression of countenance. Matter dominates Mind. 

m 

It was Delacroix, nevertheless, and not Courbet, who was 
destined to lead the art of painting to its later development 
in Impressionism. But for chronological clearness, we must 
first cross the Channel and say a word about a school of 
painters and poets who, while Realism still dominated in 
France and interested them as a technique, were moving 
on to new things. I mean the Pre-Raphaelites, and particu¬ 
larly the Rossetti family, who initiate the third phase of 
romanticism by their conscious primitivism and new use 
of symbols. 

The link between the style of Coleridge’s Christabel or 
that of Keats’s Eve of St. Agnes and the poems of the 
Rossetti circle is sufficiently apparent; a second influence 
was the rediscovery of Blake by this very group; a third 
was the inspiration of Delacroix, faint but real: “Delacroix 
specially,” wrote Ford Madox Brown in his diary, “[Ros¬ 
setti] now thinks the greatest painter of modern times.” 
A fourth and final influence was the precept and en¬ 
couragement of Ruskin, who as Turner’s champion was 
prepared for both Impressionism and Symbolism, and in 
fact became the patron and preserver of the Pre-Raphaelite 
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movement. Not all in the original Brotherhood turned into 
genuine Symbolists. Millais and Holman Hunt reverted to 
a modified Realism; but others who had had contacts with 
the group, notably Swinburne and Meredith, were in their 
own work to make a sharp break with Realism as we have 
defined it. 

It remains to explain what symbolism means, since it is 
clear that all art whatever uses symbols. The innovation 
deserving the new name consists either in new combina¬ 
tions of symbols — be they words or shapes — or in the 
unexpected transferring of a symbol from its usual meaning 
and context to a new one. The “scarlet cry” is the familiar 
poetic example, but there are many more such images in 
romantic verse. Blake’s poems are almost wholly made up 
of such transferred and reshuffled verbal symbols, his dif¬ 
ficult Prophetic Books, like their illustrations, being noth¬ 
ing but a systematic use of the device. We can see at a 
glance its utility as a means of reacting against Realism. 
By limiting itself to words and images that are universally 
ciurrent. Realism rapidly wears out its symbols. It keeps 
the context eternally the same, for fear of falling into an 
individual variation of the true. Artists tired of realism 
have no choice but to revivify symbols by putting them 
to unaccustomed uses in unaccustomed places. 

Or rather, artists have a choice between this and an¬ 
other attempt to refresh the conventions. And concerning 
this other attempt I must here make a digression. I have 
in mind nineteenth-century neo-classicism — a tendency 
which cannot be placed in any chronological position be¬ 
cause it is a purely individual, though recurrent one. Still, 
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some of the men who followed a neo-classic course are im¬ 
portant enough to mention briefly. Puvis de Chavannes, 
who decorated the walls of the Boston Public Library 
and many public buildings in France, fairly represents 
the quality of the neo-classical mood. Its keynote is calm, 
austerity, determined anti-Realism as well as anti-romanti¬ 
cism. 

It is really anti-present-day-ism. It takes art seriously, 
but sees it as the decoration of life according to rules inde¬ 
pendent of time and space. Thus did the poet Leconte de 
Lisle polish many beautiful verses about subjects antique 
and oriental; and thus in the second half of their careers 
did Brahms and Cesar Franck seek to restore purity and 
form to music, by which they generally meant aloofness or 
piety combined with academicism. Matthew Arnold him¬ 
self was tempted by an imaginary Greek ideal and pro¬ 
duced the tragedy of Merope under its inspiration; but 
it was a vision that had obviously paled since the day when 
Sophocles saw life steadily and whole. 

None of these five fully succeeded in welding their 
derivative subject matter to their would-be classical form. 
Theirs was a reaction to Realism which may be truly called 
reactionary, and it is this which lends a peculiarly piquant 
flavor to their work. What could be more refreshing than 
to see the contemplative Grecians who in Puvis’s work 
represent chemistry and physics, industry and trade; or to 
think that in the middle of the toilsome nineteenth century 
he should paint “The Fisherman’s Family” as a collection 
of pink and placid athletes, grouped about a smack that 
has never been to sea? Clearly, these are the fishermen of 
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a golden age when the day’s catch jumps ashore into the 
net. Neo-classicism is a sometimes moving expression of 
that distant hope, but in the century of romanticism the 
gap was still too great. Classicism had as yet no social role 
to play. 

But to return to the third genuine, or Symbolist, phase 
of romanticism. It began with the Pre-Raphaelites as the 
“new simplicity,” and it worked at the revivification of 
pictorial and poetic symbols. What we now call “arty” is 
the exaggeration of these tendencies, which Gilbert and 
Sullivan satirized in Patience. This play, incidentally, is 
directed not solely or even mainly at Oscar Wilde, as is 
usually said, but at the Pre-Raphaelites who were Wilde’s 
forerunners. For symbolism did not stop with the relatively 
mild “strangeness” of Rossetti and his friends, all of them 
still reflecting the realistic afterglow. Symbolism developed 
in the direction of increasing subjectivism in language, pic¬ 
ture, and sound, and finally presented such a united front 
against the older Realists as to deserve the name of neo¬ 
romanticism. 

Flaubert shows the gradualness of the transition very 
clearly. Madame Bovary is Realism: Salammbd is realism 
laid in a foreign setting, with the result that the common¬ 
place for Carthage is nevertheless strange and wonderful 
for Europeans. This historical novel is, as it were, a way 
of playing truant from the Realist school without incurring 
the charge of romanticism. For the next step, Flaubert pulls 
out his old manuscript on the Temptation of St. Anthony 
and, by pruning it, shapes a work without plot, without 
visible connection with common life, occasionally without 
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literal intelligibility, a veritable symbolist “prose poem.” 
In it, as already in Salammbd, we find a sensuous pleasure in 
words, a sought-after musicality, which are contrary to 
Realistic tenets. In St. Anthony, there is added a multiple 
allegory that links the work with symbolism. In a parallel 
manner, Wagner, the great idol of the Symbolist poets, 
straddles both movements. He appealed to the Symbolists 
by virtue of the allegorical, legendary, and atmospheric 
elements of his operas, while he taught them and their elders 
the meaning of the music through its close association with 
concrete objects. 

The musical impressionists, who came later and of whom 
Debussy is the best-rounded example, made the break with 
Realism complete. They not only chose their texts from the 
Symbolist poets themselves, beginning with Rossetti, but 
they were symbolists in their own right by their disrup¬ 
tion of the grammatical, conventional continuity of chords, 
which they then juxtaposed in new contexts. Here as else¬ 
where, the sign of the passage from realism to symbolism 
is the deliberate abandonment of established syntax. 

The poetical creed of a Verlaine, the obscurities of a 
Rimbaud, the involution of images in a Mallarme, the im¬ 
palpable atmosphere of Whistler’s nocwrnes, are but the 
logical working out of the premise that Realism is a very 
narrow and short-lived convention, which fails to give per¬ 
manent unity to experience. Symbolism attempts the re¬ 
union of its two halves — the inner or subjective part with 
the outer and communicable part — as against the divorce, 
productive of sentimentality and materialism, which Real¬ 
ism dictates. As we shall see later, and as indeed we all know 
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from reading Proust, Joyce, and Gertrude Stein, the work 
of remaking language for the sake of a new synthetic ex¬ 
perience is by no means over. 

Now consider the seeming paradox in the development of 
that school of painting known as Impressionism. By refin¬ 
ing more and more on the perceptions of the human eye, by 
making use of the scientific truth that white light is made 
up of colors, and that complementary colors heighten each 
other’s intensity when close together, the Impressionists 
followed a worthy “realistic” bent which soon landed them 
clean outside the photographic reality. Their divided palette 
and the pointillism which give such a wonderful brightness 
and shimmer to their canvases were, from one point of 
view, so exact that the original onlookers thought the paint¬ 
ers were mad or making fun of the public. The retort was, 
that customary realism was itself an arbitrary selection from 
among visible objects, and that the impressionist goal was 
to convey a new truth by means of a new set of symbols — 
dots and dashes of bright paint. Outline may have disap¬ 
peared in the process, just as fixed views of any one object 
proved illusory under changing lights, “but” — prophesied 
the Impressionists — “you will soon see Nature as we do”; 
a fact which Oscar Wilde later enshrined in the epigram 
that it is not art that imitates Nature but Nature that imi¬ 
tates art. 

Looking back on these three groups — the commonplace 
realists, the truthful impressionists, and the evocative sym¬ 
bolists—we can reach an important conclusion. Strictly 
speaking, every school of art pretends to capture reality and 
every successful school does it. The classicist dwells on the 
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reality of the abstract and the general; the romanticist 
school on the concrete fact, both mental and physical; the 
Realist with a capital R, on the commonplace and physical; 
the Impressionist, on the individual impression of the physi¬ 
cal; the Symbolist stresses the means by which his impres¬ 
sions can be made vivid when the commonplace convention 
is played out. Each theory takes in more or less; each theory 
at the beginning of its trial has validity; each theory, when 
repetition and imitation have set in, disintegrates from lack 
of meaning and conviction — and falls a prey to its suc¬ 
cessor. 

This leaves us with one more wave of the romanticist 
impulse to discuss, namely, naturalism. It is the fourth phase 
but not in order of time, since its manifestations coincided 
with those of Symbolism and Impressionism. There oc¬ 
curred a split, in other words, in the generation that pro¬ 
tested against dogmatic Realism. One group — generally 
the poets — preferred to exploit the subjective domain of 
idea, dream, word-music, and legend. These are the sym¬ 
bolist poets from Rossetti down to Rimbaud, Mallarme, 
and Maeterlinck. The other group, chiefly novelists, were 
unwilling to forget what might be called the collective 
reality of late nineteenth-century Europe — its cities, its 
factories and slums, its wars, social problems, and scien¬ 
tific beliefs. In this group Zola, the Goncourt brothers, 
Strindberg, Dostoevski, Huysmans, Sudermann, and Ver- 
haeren belong. Some men, finally, divided their allegiance — 
men such as Ibsen, Verlaine, William Ernest Henley, 
Hauptmann, William Morris, John Davidson, and George 
Moore. I do not pretend to give a survey of the period or 
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even to fit these names with finality, but to suggest tenden¬ 
cies. 

In music, naturalism was made a conscious program by 
some members of the French school, principally Alfred 
Bruneau, and interpretation has extended the meaning of 
the word to apply to such composers as Moussorgsky, 
Chabrier, Charpentier, and most of all to Richard Strauss. 
In painting it may not be too farfetched to class Cezanne 
and the Post-Impressionists with the naturalists, as men 
who said in effect, “Objects exist — and not merely light — 
but Realism is too narrow. We shall restore the solidity of 
objects, but we shall paint either the commonplace or the 
uncommon, as we please; and in a manner suited to our 
temperaments and the technique of our art, whatever the 
photograph-minded public may think.” They incidentally 
resuscitated the fame of the romanticist Daumier, whom 
his contemporaries — excepting Balzac and Delacroix — had 
dismissed as a mere political cartoonist. 

An interesting difference between the literary naturalists 
and the post-impressionists is that whereas the latter took 
their stand squarely on the artistic requirements of the 
situation in painting, the former pretended to treat of life 
according to scientific methods. At least the French natural¬ 
ists, led by Zola, believed for a time in the possibility of 
making their novels “experimental researches” into the 
nature of reality. The device of accumulating genuine case 
histories from the newspapers — a practice which Dickens 
and Charles Reade had already followed; the “working up” 
and insertion of technical dissertations into the body of 
the novel — which Balzac and George Eliot were wont to 
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do; and more importantly, the selection of subjects that 
involved the study of social plague spots —these things 
constituted the naturalistic stock-in-trade. The contradic¬ 
tion between its claim to scientific dispassionateness and its 
clear reforming zeal is only on the surface. Zola would have 
answered that his work was applied science, but in applying 
it, it was evident that the individual was re-entering the 
scene he had left under Realist theory, and Zola ultimately 
admitted that naturalism was a corner of life seen through 
a temperament. 

When this admission was made, the outlook of science 
itself had begun to change. The hypothesis of materialism 
was undergoing a thorough riddling at the hands of critics 
such as William James, Nietzsche, Samuel Butler, Bergson, 
and others. It was not science or scientific method that was 
being attacked, but its temporary ally, mechanistic ma¬ 
terialism. New scientific concepts were making this plau¬ 
sible philosophy seem of more and more limited utility. It 
was becoming ever clearer that science did not copy 
reality in full but selected from it and created symbols — 
verbal or mathematical — to fit the relevant facts. The 
language of science was as plastic and man-made as that 
of art: It was both Symbolist and Naturalistic. 

The result of casting loose from narrow Realism was a 
kind of scientific neo-romanticism: in biology and evolu¬ 
tionary theory, the work of De Vries and Bateson was 
creating a non-mechanical science of genetics. In psychol¬ 
ogy, James and Freud were displacing Spencer and revolu¬ 
tionizing the old order. In morals and art criticism, 
Nietzsche had revised all the “Realistic” values, thereby dis- 
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carding Darwin, Marx, and Wagner. In physics. Max 
Planck and Einstein had supplemented Newton and raised 
more questions than Newton or the nineteenth century 
could answer. For by this time we have reached the twen¬ 
tieth, the world war has broken out, and the cultural work 
of man has suffered another of its periodic eclipses. 
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Despite inner conflicts, then, the three main schools that 
followed romanticism were intensive developments of 
themes enunciated during the first half of the century by 
the romantics proper. The frequent condemnation of the 
whole nineteenth century in one lump shows that others 
too have felt the unity of the four phases, a unity which 
can legitimately be broken down for many purposes, but 
not for the purpose of singling out romanticism as a lapse 
of the European intelligence. That lapse, if it did occur, 
could with better reason be found in the four years of the 
First World War, which did not merely waste the supply 
of mind and its energies, but broke in mid-career the fresh 
cultural impulse of the century. 

If we take up the thread of history again after 1918, we 
find ourselves no longer in something we can comfortably 
call the past, but in the present. The modern period in its 
contemporary sense is the quarter century since the last 
war. Chaotic in appearance, our epoch has the same com¬ 
munity of features which distinguish every epoch, and 
which it is now our task to examine. 

But I wish to make it plain at the outset that in this and 
a part of the next chapter, I shall adopt a new standpoint, 
or rather, I shall purposely limit my view. Instead of try¬ 
ing to give a rapid but comprehensive notion of modernism, 
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I want to deal only with what seems to me its intellectual 
vices, its irritating or perverse deficiencies. In another place, 
I have set down a defense of the modern period, particularly 
of its strong and healthy roots in the decade preceding the 
world war, and I am not now recanting the opinions I 
there expressed. The reasons for putting on blinders here 
are several. In the first place, modernism is vast and our 
time is short; in the second, I can count on the reader’s 
firsthand acquaintance with many modern works and 
modern ideas and dispense with a descriptive appraisal. 
More important still, I want to show by a reverse example 
the very method that many moderns use in Judging roman¬ 
ticism — the suppression of essential facts and the exhibi¬ 
tion of others in a vacuum that destroys their meaning. 

I shall not consciously go as far as some do when they 
generalize contrary to fact, but I shall generalize about 
some things at least that I am the first to recognize are 
incidental and temporary. Every age has its mannerisms and 
it ought not to be necessary to prove that we too suffer 
from the indispensable quantum of illusion, the willingness 
to make allowances where our interests are at stake, the 
vanity and bombast, provincialism and pride, which have 
long since been imputable to mankind. In short, we are alive 
and we show an egotistical partiality to ourselves which if 
it were applied to a past epoch would seem like rabid par¬ 
tisanship and the absence of critical intelligence. This is 
one reason why I have chosen to speak of the modern ego 
and not of the modern mind, following Pascal again in the 
behef that the ego is always hateful. 

Even with these purposes avowed, it may appear that I 
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am unduly lenient to the nineteenth century and unduly 
harsh to my own. I can only repeat that to be harsh is no 
part of my desire. A judgment is not necessarily a con¬ 
demnation, and a judgment should wherever possible be 
both comparative and consistent with stated principles. The 
principles have been stated, the comparison drawn be¬ 
tween a classic period and a romantic, and I now attempt a 
sketch of the sequel. Far from condemning it, I think the 
present period so much less fortunate than the early nine¬ 
teenth century that it needs all our sympathy. It goes 
without saying that even while making comparisons we 
must judge men and ages by their accomplishments meas¬ 
ured against their opportunities, for what men achieve 
is never wholly in their power. But our opinion of others’ 
achievements is in our power or ought to be. With which 
Herodotean Oath of good faith, I turn to the “contem¬ 
porary chaos.” 

The first striking trait of the modern ego is, I think, 
self-consciousness. I say self-consciousness rather than self- 
awareness, because I believe that in spite of much heart¬ 
searching, the modern ego is more concerned with the way 
it appears in others’ eyes than with learning fully about 
itself and admitting its troubles fearlessly. The romantics 
were introspective too, but they were not bashful, which 
is why we accuse them of indecently exposing their in¬ 
nermost souls. They were often wrong about the value of 
what they had to say, but they did not fear being wrong; 
nor being ridiculous, nor being taken in. The modern ego is 
desperately afraid of all three. It suffers from what the 
French call rmuvaise honte. Let me cite as a hint of this 
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the dedication of Ezra Pound’s poems Personae: “This 
book is for Mary Moore of Trenton, if she wants it.” I 
submit that this is strictly in the modern tone and that 
everything in it after “Mary Moore” is awkward shuffling. 

This trivial instance is a symptom of an organic ill, which 
is: the systematic distrust of one’s own perceptions and 
desires. I open this same book of Mr. Pound’s and read the 
concluding lines of “Epilogue”: — 

Our emotion remains 
Your emotions? 

Are those of a maitre-de-cafe. 

The assumption here is that something has been concluded 
about the worth of emotion, and also that the emotions of 
a maitre-de-cafe — which makes no sense in French, by the 
way —that the emotions of a headwaiter are generically 
lower, coarser than even the worthless ones of the person 
addressed: the modern ego begins its career with self-con- 
tempt. Mr. T. S. Eliot made the same observation more 
abstractly when he noted that the result of modern culture 
has been to obscure “what we really are and feel, what we 
really want, what really excites our interest.” 

One might reply to him that in order to have one’s in¬ 
terest excited, one must first put aside mistrust and be will¬ 
ing to take a risk, be willing to be excited, instead of waiting 
passively for a convincing electrocution. But most of the 
important work of Ezra Pound, Cocteau, Eliot, Apollinaire, 
and others is a tireless reiteration that things are not what 
they seem. This may be always worth saying because reality 
must always be rediscovered, but the modern ego is so 
perpetually hurt by this need that it hides its wounds under 



The Modern Ego 165 

an affectation of toughness and expresses the duplicity in 
a manner of which the correct technical name is “smart 
aleck.” Open Mr. Cummings’s Is 5 and note the somewhat ag¬ 
gressive personalities that dot its preface: “My only interest 
in making money, would be to make it. Fortunately, how¬ 
ever, I should prefer to make almost anything else, including 
locomotives and roses. . . . Whereas non-makers must 
content themselves with the merely undeniable fact that 
2 times 2 is four, he [the poet] rejoices in a purely irresist¬ 
ible truth to be found, in abbreviated costume, upon the 
title page of the present volume.” 

It is hard to resist the impression that this is all rather 
uncertain whistling; the self-assurance is false. T. S. Eliot’s 
early work shows the same kind of collegiate inventiveness, 
side by side with lines of great power. I quote from the 
poem “Gerontion,” which is precisely intended to show the 
rottenness and falseness of our post-war civilization by 
dramatizing its cosmopolitan and acquisitive character: — 

... by Mr. Silvero 
With caressing hands, at Limoges 
Who walked all night in the next room; 

By Hakagawa, bowing among the Titians; 

By Madame de Tomquist, in the dark room 

Shifting the candles; Fraulein von Kiilp 

Who turned in the hall, one hand on the door. Vacant shuttles 

Weave the wind. I have no ghosts. 

An old man in a draughty house 
Under a windy knob. 

I shall be told that so far I have taken modern instances 
from the early work of our poets, work written soon after 
the war. This is simply to begin at the beginning; besides, 
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nothing has yet abolished that decade from history. Re¬ 
member also that it is with men of the same age as Eliot 
and Cummings were then that we have to do when we 
judge Byron and Shelley and Pushkin. If we should accept 
for these last the label of callow egotists, it follows that 
something has happened to the range and quality of the 
youthful ego in the intervening century. It has become 
thin, strained, plaintive. It has bred the egotism that 
paralyzes, of which Goethe was needlessly afraid for the 
younger men about him. The ego is indeed a constant threat 
and there were excellent reasons for the disgust and paraly¬ 
sis of the twenties. The war just ended had been anything 
but heroic or meaningful to the young artists who sud¬ 
denly found that they were called upon to speak. No won¬ 
der they could hardly find words for anything but a secret 
indignation transmuted into outward defiance. 

Yet we can now see that the objects of their indignation 
and defiance were already fixed points for their later course. 
So much so that its artistic expression may be given a name 
from T. S. Eliot’s work and called “the principle of 
Sweeney and the Nightingales,” that is, the principle of 
dropping out the bottom from under any mood by the 
sudden juxtaposition of another. If we start with the dis¬ 
gusting Sweeney, we end with the nightingales singing near 
a convent; if we start with anything resembling beauty, we 
are catapulted into the mire. TTie legislator of the Sur¬ 
realist school, M. Andre Breton, has said; “To compare two 
objects as remote in character as possible, or by any other 
method to put them together in a striking fashion, remains 
the highest task to which poetry can aspire.” 
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In its various applications of this dogma, the modern ego 
thinks it has discovered — or recovered from the seven¬ 
teenth century — something new and important: the knowl¬ 
edge that opposites coexist. In a very lively dialogue in 
defense of modern poetry, Miss Ruth Bailey says of the 
seventeenth century that its men had the power of po¬ 
etically being and doing many things at once, and that 
modern poetry, after two hundred years, is once more ap¬ 
preciative of the technique this implies, namely wit. But 
she rather damages her case for the need to return so far 
back by quoting Coleridge on the “necessary balance and 
reconciliation of discordant qualities.” 

She says moreover that the modern poet can “feel a 
thought.” If she went back to the great romantics she 
would see that it was precisely their innovation to “feel 
a thought”; if she reread Byron she would find great use 
of the Sweeney-and-nightingale principle in Don Jmn, in 
Beppo, and the Morgante Maggiore; if she looked for wit 
in romantic poetry, she would find it in Goethe’s Faust, in 
Novalis, in Heine, in Blake, and in much of Victor Hugo. 
If it is the ability to stand above oneself and the universe 
and look quizzically at the scene, she can turn to the 
famous “romantic irony” of the German school; if, as she 
correctly says, modernism wants to offset sentiment with 
satire, seriousness with mockery, admiration with disgust, 
enthusiasm with reason, she will again find the tradition 
alive in the romanticists. Is it not precisely their habit of 
contrast, their mingling of styles, their love of the gro¬ 
tesque, the ugly, the trivial in conjunction with the beauti¬ 
ful and rare, that have made them the butt of criticism for 
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a hundred years? Even the purposely prosaic squibs em¬ 
bedded in lyricism, like T. S. Eliot’s on the Boston Evening 
Transcript, find their parallel in Schiller and Goethe’s epi¬ 
grams, where wit and disgust, imagery and rhythm, are 
happily blended. 

There is thus no need to invoke the seventeenth century 
except under one condition. That is, if the seventeenth cen¬ 
tury also displayed the one characteristic of this modern 
“discovery” which romanticism lacked. I refer to the sys¬ 
tematic, exclusive use of the Sweeney principle. What you 
do find that is new in much modern art is the inevitable 
apphcation of a formula, which, as we know, M. Breton 
considers the highest goal to which poetry can aspire. This 
amounts to still another form of specialization based on ro¬ 
manticist models, for in romanticism proper violent con¬ 
trast was only one device among many: the possibility of a 
mood sustaining itself without jar was held to be real. 

What modern man must decide is whether today this 
possibility has ceased to exist. If it has, then the ending of 
every lyric in sneers, the petering out of every tune in 
percussion and dissonance, and the decoration of all physical 
beauty with maggots is justified by the twentieth-century 
world of experience. But it is also possible that the constant 
application of the formula corresponds less to things with¬ 
out than to a frightened anticipation of what things will 
turn out to be. In which case we still have in the Sweeney 
principle an interesting piece of testimony, though a nar¬ 
rowly subjective one. T. S. Eliot himself qualified it when 
he spoke of those who 

... are terrified and cannot surrender. . . . 
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Still, it is not reassuring for culture at large that those 
who testify in this manner should also be those who, as 
critics, fail to see in romanticism the very elements of ex¬ 
perience which they themselves put to such a mechanical 
use. For it may well be that Just as their idea of reality is 
a projection of their fears, so their idea of romanticism is 
a projection of their absurd hopes. This hypothesis would 
at any rate cover the facts and explain why the modern 
ego is equally angry at finding its own experience bad 
and at finding other men who declare a part of theirs good. 

This set of ideas and feelings would also explain why the 
modern ego has chosen the sense of humor as the absolute 
criterion for men and their deeds. To see it at work makes 
one feel that humor has taken on a new shade of meaning. 
It no longer means laughing at oneself or at the order of 
things as they are; nor is it purely macabre or satirical wit. 
Rather it is an uneasy and immediate laugh, intended to 
forestall derision by another or by oneself later. In short, it 
is again self-consciousness, reaching so deep in some — 
like Mr. Noel Coward and Mr. Evelyn Waugh — that 
they have not hesitated to represent acts of cruelty as funny. 

We may think this a postwar mood which has passed, but 
to believe this it would be necessary to show first what 
revelation of a new heaven had come to change the old 
despair. The mood has merely shifted to another key, the 
ego has matured its powers, refined its Judgment. The 
opinion of an English composer of this same generation, 
written only ten years ago, confirms this view. Mr. Con¬ 
stant Lambert is contrasting romanticism with the present: 
“It was the most natural thing in the world for Liszt to 
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take his young countesses on Lake Como and read them 
Tasso and Victor Hugo. If anyone still thinks this spirit 
exists, let him visualize himself taking his young woman on 
the Serpentine and reading her T. S. Eliot. I don’t want him 
to dismiss the argument as facetious or trivial, I just want 
him to spend a minute or two visualizing the scene. The 
various inhibitions, social and personal, which would pre¬ 
vent this scene taking place, or being in any way moving 
did it improbably take place, exactly e.xplain why the mod¬ 
ern composer cannot hope to write a movement like the 
Gretchen section in the Faust symphony.” 

Does not this help to explain the deliberate sterility of 
many modern artists? I hinted earlier that perhaps it was 
not only a higher sense of the poet’s mission that keeps 
Valery’s and Eliot’s output so small. It is partly the fact 
that everything has been done. It is also the feeling, which 
Valery admits, that non-being is superior to being. It is 
the impossibility of taking certain chances — not, in cow¬ 
ardly fashion, with the world, but with oneself. 

In a man of the older generation such as Stravinsky, this 
irresistible inner check hides behind a variety of poses. 
The dominant one is perfectionism, which has been carried 
so far in the public mind that reputations can be made by 
maintaining an inverse ratio between time and output. 
An artist who publishes one work and says he has burnt a 
trunkful is acclaimed as a master. The implication is that in 
the periods of great production, everything is jerry-built or 
patchwork, whereas the slim column of the modern per¬ 
fectionist is made to outlast the ages. It certainly concen¬ 
trates the critical attention and earns the price of a planned 
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scarcity. Another pose is that of the scholar re-editing tradi¬ 
tion by composing pastiches, not for amusement or vir¬ 
tuosity’s sake, but as the only decent course. Everything 
which can be shown to be precisely “in the spirit of” some 
classical classic is authenticated. Another is to defy criticism 
in a fashion that would have made the aged Goethe or 
Victor Hugo — Olympians both — blush and stammer. 
Here is what Mr. Stravinsky expects us to beUeve about 
the works of his third period; “There is nothing to discuss 
nor to criticize; one does not criticize anybody or any¬ 
thing that is functioning. A nose is not manufactured, a 
nose just is. Thus, too, my art.” 

When they are not defensive, the pathetic efforts of the 
modern ego turn to debunking. I use the term in the sense 
associated with the biographical practices of the late Lytton 
Strachey and his followers. For there is all the difference in 
the world between a straightforward critical attack upon a 
notable figure of the past or present, and the schoolboy 
sniggering which Mr. Strachey raised to an art. Double- 
bluffing candor led that author to explain his method in 
the Preface to Eminent Victorians where we may read 
how, with perfect detachment, the historian’s eye watches 
for the telltale sign that will illuminate the character of 
the fraudulently great. The recurrent phrase throughout 
Mr. Strachey’s works — and I use them despite their 
dwindling popularity because they crystallize a state of 
mind still with us — is “a bundle of contradictions.” Eliza¬ 
beth, Essex, most of the Victorians — except perhaps Prince 
Albert — are apparently more than one thing. Newman qan 
be hard-hearted and yet play the violin with tears streaming 
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down his face. What a contradiction is man! The subtle 
psychologist whom we believed to be at work obviously 
had the expectations of a born hermit concerning the 
norms and forms of human nature. 

It is sad and would be touching, were it not all turned to 
the uses of destroying admiration. No doubt, to admire 
false values is a bad thing, but to admire nothing at all, for 
fear of being duped, is a progressive disease of the spirit. 
As Mr. G. M. Young pointed out: “Mr. Strachey has much 
to answer for. The skill with which he composes Variations 
on a Standard Biography cannot be communicated. . . . 
But when once he had written in fancy script on the back 
gate of Rugby ‘Teacher Arnold’s legs are too short,’ it 
required no great originality in Mr. Kingsmill to chalk up 
underneath ‘And M. Arnold’s got a girl in Switzerland.’ ” 

It would of course be an exaggeration to say that the 
modern age shows no admiration for previous artists, but 
that which it does show tends, on the whole, to make the 
case worse, not better. If you consult Mr. Stravinsky’s latest 
utterance, you will find that the figures really worthy of 
regard in nineteenth-century music are Bellini, Gounod, 
Bizet, Delibes, Chabrier, and the earlier Verdi. Sauguet, a 
modem, is to be respected because he is in the true line of 
Gounod. Beethoven also is great, but only because having 
been denied the gift of melody, his efforts to get on with¬ 
out it were heroic. 

Ought one, on this evidence, to infer that the modern 
ego has a passionate need of leveling down the past? Can it 
find comfort only in what is small and what will not sug¬ 
gest overwhelming comparisons? Perhaps not on this evi- 
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dence alone. But the assiduous reading of the minor seven¬ 
teenth-century poets (Mr. Eliot rejects all of Milton except 
one “Catholic” poem), the no less unanimous onslaught 
on what bulks large — “the heaven-storming side of Beetho¬ 
ven” — and indeed the vague dislike of the orchestra as 
against chamber music — the preciosity in all this plus the 
bare preferences — are mutually confirming facts. To them 
we may add the exceptions that our period seems to make 
among the detested romantics. They are: Keats, Sainte- 
Beuve, and Lamb, which is to say respectively: the closest 
romantic approach to sensual effeminacy; the paragon of 
provincial and malicious intelligence; and the creator of a 
sentimental mannerism which is fortunately not his sole 
merit. 

The conclusive item, however, is the modern ego’s real 
tenderness for the careers of the late nineteenth-centiuy 
French poets. Whereas the modern critic automatically 
scorns the romanticists as diseased, maladjusted, idle, and 
morally reprehensible, he finds touching and lovable the 
lives of Verlaine, Baudelaire, Rimbaud, Ducasse, and so on 
down to Proust and Joyce. Their diseases, aberrations and 
antisocial traits, their turpitudes, shootings, and love affairs, 
are only added claims to our generous attention. In France, 
particularly, where anti-romanticism has long been official 
among artists, the billing and cooing with the shade of 
Rimbaud reached such a pitch that in reviewing a book on 
the subject, M. Denis Saurat began by saying: “There are 
some very good things about this book: one is, the authors 
do not believe that Rimbaud was a saint.” 

The point of this comparison should not be misunder- 



174 Romanticism and the Modern Ego 

stood. I have no objection to the minutest and most loving 
studies of the French symbolists, nor do I require poets to 
be healthy, wealthy, and wise. But if the question of an 
artist’s disease or distress is going to be raised as relevant 
to the view posterity should take of him, then the standard 
must be fairly applied. If we prefer the symbolists, let us 
take them as they are with their diseases, and since we 
cannot then easily make a crime of Chopin’s tuberculosis 
or Musset’s drunkenness, let us be frankly fantastic and 
blame Goethe and Victor Hugo for their obscene longevity 
and Wordsworth and Shelley for their stupid indifference 
to drink. 


II 

This predilection for the French Symbolists is not with¬ 
out other connotations. Most often we admire and under¬ 
stand a man and a period because we think we find in them 
a duplicate, already somewhat clarified by time, of our 
own bewilderment. Well, the cliches of anti-romanticism 
are to be found ready-made in the French avant-garde 
hterature of the eighties and nineties. The fact, too, that 
a number of the “accursed poets” {pokes maudits) of 
that time sought refuge in the Cathohc Church (why 
despise for the same “escape” Schlegel and other romantic 
converts?) is a bond of union between our mood and theirs. 
This bond is the artist’s feeling of isolation from society, 
his difficulties in getting produced, and his growing sense 
that the future is not brighter but darker than before. 

Even so, it may be that the moderns have cried out be¬ 
fore they were hurt. What society has more than tran- 
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siently worshiped its artists? The last hundred and fifty 
years have, on the whole, been kinder to them than any 
previous culture. Certainly in the romantic period diffi¬ 
culties were as great as now. Where then were the museums 
of modern art, the foundation patronage, the universities 
eager to be baffled, and the leagues of women armed with 
print to defend this or that “ism”? Because it was the be¬ 
ginning of a cultural span, however, energies and possibilities 
seemed relatively greater. Discouragement and despair 
were recorded as incidents in the battle. Now there is no 
battle, there is resignation — resignation and recrimination. 

We are not surprised, then, on further dissecting the 
modern ego, to find that its equipment is largely drawn 
from the post-romantic achievements which were already 
a reaction against the parent force. In poetry the modern’s 
stock-in-trade comes from the symbolists and naturalists; 
in music, either from the symbolists or from imitative neo- 
classicism; in painting from post-impressionism and realism 
juxtaposed with symbolism. I am not unmindful of the 
great influence of the “metaphysical poets” on our own, 
but I think it does not disprove my point — for, like Sym¬ 
bolism, that seventeenth-century school was a refinement 
and pruning down of the previous Elizabethan romanti¬ 
cism, as well as a retort to the realism of its last playwrights. 

In any case, the principal influence — by which I 
mean instinctive choice —is that exerted by the French 
poets upon Mr. Eliot, by way of Ezra Pound. It soon be¬ 
came a direct line, and one cannot reread Laforgue, who 
died in 1887, without noting how remarkable is the adapta¬ 
tion of his mood to our needs, in the shape of Mr. Eliot’s 
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best poems. It would be interesting to pursue this inquiry 
and take up such questions as the importance of the word¬ 
play of the whole symbolist school, English and French, 
in the work of contemporaries like Amy Lowell, Gertrude 
Stein, or James Joyce. Not that any of these can be re¬ 
duced to the sum of his or her predecessors. The question, 
too long to go into here, is rather whether the techniques 
that we think advanced, revolutionary, anarchical, incom¬ 
prehensible, were not already classified, though not classic, 
in nineteenth-century Europe. 

Symbolism, for short, is still our artistic creed, even 
under the forms of Dadaism and Surrealism. We have re¬ 
fined on a refinement. The elaborate joke, combined with 
the careful workmanship and wistful philosophy, is no 
invention of Cocteau or Dali; it had its models in Erik 
Satie, Aubrey Beardsley, and others. The bitterness of 
Debussy is already to the last detail the bitterness of the 
modern ego. 

But in outward living, a great change has taken place 
between 1890 and now. Bohemianism has been submerged. 
Mr. Lambert was right to speak of “social and personal 
inhibitions.” There is no valid attempt, as in the nineties, 
to lead the life of the artist. In daily life, the modern ego 
has reverted to the standards of Realism — the conventions. 
And as we should expect under the circumstances, it has 
begun again to fall apart in a split between toughness and 
sentimentality. The novels of Mr. Hemingway and Mr. 
Steinbeck are an indication of what I mean. Fictional blood 
is drawn so that yours may run cold; but the author’s 
calculated horrors are built up as a defensive reserve against 
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the casual horrors which the modern world may at any 
moment produce. Mr. Aldous Huxley and Mr. Noel Cow¬ 
ard, in testing their own muscle by the juxtaposition of the 
cruel and the sentimental, have prepared us for what they 
think we will not yet believe. 

Still, when all the bottling up and fizzing out of feeling 
has been done, every epoch has to make some real disposal 
of its greater or lesser stock of straightforward emotion 
and we accordingly find important representatives of the 
modern period throwing themselves into communism, into 
the Spanish War against Fascism, into a new scientific ma¬ 
terialism, like Mr. Hogben, or again, like Mr. Huxley, into 
assorted mystical beliefs. From the sidelines, too, a good 
deal of admiration is shown for D. H. Lawrence’s repudia¬ 
tion of the entire “playing safe” philosophy, the preciosity 
and the intellectualism of the modern ego. But always with 
the qualification that D. H. Lawrence is a romantic and 
probably a fascist as well. Yet he is not alone in his ro¬ 
manticism. What could be more romantic than the feeling 
for the religious poetry of the near or distant past which 
is experiencing a return to favor — Herbert, Vaughan, 
G. M. Hopkins? Or, again, what of Mrs. Virginia Woolf’s 
complaint concerning the women who might have been 
great, if they had not been caged in by penury and harsh 
conventions? Are these unsung heroines other than re¬ 
suscitations of Chatterton and Adonais in skirts? 

But mention of D. H. Lawrence and Mrs. Woolf’s femin¬ 
ism suggests a modern topic which posterity will surely 
consider a unique mark of our mental state. I refer to sex. 
The very word is a volume of cultural history. For sex is 
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not the despised romantic love, it is something scientific, 
realistic, and “very important.” So important that we have 
coined a special phrase, “sex life,” which fitly shows the 
division we make between an individual and this part of his 
experience. I have even seen a reference — it was, I am 
sorry to say, in a work on English usage — to a book being 
“sex-filled.” Can we imagine ourselves ever saying that a 
man’s “food life” is deplorable, or that Dickens’s novels 
are “food-filled”.^ Eating is still thought of as an integral, 
homely part of human life, whereas loving has for signifi¬ 
cant reasons been detached and made into sex. It was this 
unorganic division that Lawrence sought to end by his pas¬ 
sionate crusade. 

How was it ever made necessary? I believe the modern 
feeling about love owes a good deal to the otherwise useful 
work of Havelock Ellis, to the notion of science, and to 
the unremitting onslaught that George Bernard Shaw made 
— again in the nineties — upon the concept of romantic love. 
We can entirely sympathize with Shaw when we see what 
he wanted to get rid of — the cluttering up of every book, 
play, and human relation with the watered-down essence 
of literary amorousness. It was a misfortune that the name 
“romantic” was used to describe the sickly product. For 
it was Shaw himself who gave perhaps the best short inter¬ 
pretation of what the romantic felt about physical love, “a 
celestial flood of emotion and exaltation of existence” which 
gives us an idea of what some day thinking might become. 
But like Byron, Shaw refused to believe that love was man’s 
whole existence, and like Carlyle, he told the tenth-rate lit¬ 
terateurs of love to stop their maunderings and get to 
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work. This is what we should expect of a man whose gods 
were Shelley, Blake, and Turner, and who had the good 
sense to fall in love with William Morris’s daughter. But the 
confusion set in because of the ambiguous word “romantic,” 
and because Shaw said that sexual attraction was impersonal. 
What he meant was that it can spring up regardless of other 
personal qualities than those on which the attraction is 
based. But the systematic depersonalization of love made it 
into sex. 

On top of this crusade, echoed naturally by Shaw’s 
popularizers and then turned against him as a proof of his 
want of feeling, came the publications of Freud. The mis¬ 
understanding became complete. Freud happened to be en¬ 
cumbered with a materialistic notion of science, which gave 
added color to the crude supposition that at the root of 
man’s being is sex; that all overtones or meanings of love 
are “romantic” — therefore spurious; and at the same time, 
that a man’s artistic creations, political opinions, and in¬ 
dividual tastes are the direct, fated outcome of his “sex 
life.” Then began the pseudo-psychoanalysis of everyone 
whose name could be read in the small print of a biographi¬ 
cal dictionary, followed by the vague conclusion that all 
the romantic writers, from Rousseau to Oscar Wilde, were 
dangerous lunatics, whose ideas had not the slightest ap¬ 
plicability to life — much less to our life. It was not that 
the modern generation had wholly ceased loving in the 
usual romantic way of Hector and Andromache, nor given 
up reading all the great books of the nineteenth century, 
but that the new interpretation of passion, which is a clear 
misinterpretation of Freud, served as a cover for the self- 
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consciousness, the lack of spirit, and the dark fears which 
I have described. 


in 

If, as has been seriously advanced by a philosopher, ro¬ 
manticism stops at the “adolescent, falling-in-love stage,” 
we are entitled to conclude from the foregoing facts that 
the modern ego stops at the pre-adolescent, incredulous, 
“tough-little-boy stage”: it is nine years old. We should 
conclude this, if it were not absurd to make invidious gen¬ 
eralizations about men or groups of men by reference to 
a hypothetical mental age. Any meaning in the comparison 
had better be reworded by saying that the modern ego has 
lost its faith — adolescent or not — and with it the willing¬ 
ness to take risks. Instead, it looks for certainties, guarantees 
of permanence and safety. It turned to Marxian communism 
not only because the hope it held out of remolding society 
was noble and generous, but because there went with it a 
system, a set of sacred writings, and an authority enforcing 
orthodox readings. It was pathetic to see belated imitators 
of symbolism dropping their reveries and discovering — a 
hundred and fifty years after Shelley —that there was 
poverty in England. They found, besides, that to be a social- 
minded poet or scientist one had to give up obscurities and 
technicalities and write like any joturnalist. But passing 
over the naivete and ignorance of the converts, the pathos 
turned to tragedy upon seeing them grapple, long after 
Byron, with the politics of a party or the intrigues of a 
war for liberation. 

Still it is hard to resist the Judgment that the naivet^ 
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and ignorance had been willful. Despite their yearning for 
tradition, one glance at the nineteenth century had been 
enough for these modern egotists. They saw in a flash that 
it was a stupid, gross, stuffy, and self-centered era, albeit 
humanitarian, idealistic, intellectual, and revolutionary. 
And they were repelled rather than stimulated by what 
they felt was a bewildering mass of ideas and programs. 
They had hoped to get their inheritance clear of the 
tax of organization — an estate already settled. They 
wanted a single system which should solve the pressing 
problems of the hour. For some, it turned out to be Com¬ 
munism; for others, Anglo-Catholicism; still others with¬ 
drew into Saint Thomas and the Roman Church; artists 
sought for classical models — Mozart or Ingres; Pergolese, 
or Aristotle-in-Dante. “Today,” as Mr. Lambert remarks, 
“every composer’s overcoat has its corresponding hook in 
the cloakroom of the past,” and T. S. Eliot puts as a pre¬ 
requisite to poetic functioning the possession of a ready¬ 
made body of truths, freeing the poet from the need of 
devising his own philosophy. To make sure that no one 
should be misled by past errors, this writer further under¬ 
took the high critical task of assessing the literary tradition 
by means of classicism, royalism, and anglo-catholicism. He 
performed the delicate work of Murder in the Sacred Wood 
in the interests of peace and with pontifical dignity, 
much as Mr. Stravinsky now invites his hearers to consider 
music “objectively — dogmatically . . . under the austere 
sign of discipline and order.” 

Order is the password, and since as yet no one has 
sufficient troops behind him to enforce it, recruiting is the 
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first step. It is done on the basis of ideal possibilities and 
promises — which come down to a pair of alternatives, that 
of Catholic medievalism and that of a Protestant or Anglo- 
Catholic or Platonic neo-classicism. I leave out of account 
the Fascist and Communist proposals as belonging to our 
final discussion in the next chapter. 

The laudable aim of both neo-Thomism and neo-clas¬ 
sicism is to bring men to intellectual agreement. Both of 
them imply, however, that the basis of this agreement has 
already been found, and that all it needs is to be accepted. 
It is found in Tradition, and the proof of its success is the 
glory of the Middle Ages and of the seventeenth century 
respectively. With tradition all-important, the demonstra¬ 
tion requires that the intervening time be marked off as a 
deviation — a long heresy — which has the further ad¬ 
vantage of “explaining” our social and political troubles: we 
suffer because we have sinned — a true proposition, but 
one which in the hands of these critics implies the doubly 
false proposition: we suffer in an unusual degree because 
we have sinned inexcusably, abominably, and to a hitherto 
unheard-of degree. 

At the same time there is considerable diversity among 
critics as to the beginning of the heretical deviation from 
the truth. Catholics naturally place it at the Reformation, 
but they except classical France from their strictures. Others 
vary, some excluding the eighteenth century as tainted with 
romanticism, some including it as more classic than the 
seventeenth. All concur, however, in damning the romantic 
period as the fountainhead of our intolerable number of 
doctrines, all of them false. 
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In contrast to this long chaos it is contended that the 
Middle Ages afforded an “orderly progression from truth 
to truth,” that the Church maintained a European com¬ 
munity of language, learning, and belief, and that until 
the undisciplined individualistic Renaissance broke loose, 
there was hope for a world order based on reason —its 
principal exposition being the Summa of Aquinas. The 
neo-classic varies from this chiefly in stressing the secular 
aids to order — a king, a state-supported church, and an 
aristocracy of intelligence. Long before the social malaise 
thus diagnosed had come to general notice, Mr. Irving Bab¬ 
bitt, in his attack on democracy and romanticism, had writ¬ 
ten: “Men can really come together only in humble obei¬ 
sance to something set above their ordinary selves.” The 
New Humanism, which survives as an atmosphere, if not 
as a movement, starts from this premise, and we find a 
sensitive writer like Mr. Allen Tate going so far as to 
say that when a social and political orthodoxy is lacking, 
the next thing in order is military force. And he feels that 
for all its cruelty, the fascist attitude toward the control of 
truth is simple and open compared to the chaotic struggle 
within the bourgeois democracies. His book is significantly 
entitled: Reason in Madness. 

That state of mind which sees madness all about us and 
reason at the vanishing point of the background, may be 
summed up as the worship of the Golden Age. For as a 
student of history, I am unable to find any warrant for the 
belief that any period has offered men the kind of peace 
and certainty that the modern ego is clamoring for. It is 
pure illusion to think that the scheme written down in 



184 Romanticism and the Modern Ego 

Thomas Aquinas was ever a physical reality. Why write 
it down if even a near approach to “order” had been 
achieved? The anger and bitterness of Dante are a re¬ 
minder, in case we have forgotten it, that the Middle Age 
was a period of fearful political maladministration. 

The belief, moreover, that the Church afforded intel¬ 
lectual unity and peace is behed by the recorded quarrels 
of Franciscans and Dominicans, mystics and rationalists, 
Thomists and Occamites. Abelard was hounded down for 
Sabellianism and his books were burnt; Aristotle was pro¬ 
hibited at Paris in 1209 and readmitted, on probation, in 
1231; Thomas narrowly escaped official censure but was 
found orthodox at last, for good reasons no doubt, but by 
means very much akin to those by which any doctrine to¬ 
day overcomes its rivals — by dispute, argument, influence, 
and compromise. There is nothing surprising in this except 
to those who sentimentalize order. I should even think it 
highly Mworthodox to pretend that the Church in its wis¬ 
dom would accept the City of the World as a foretaste of 
the City of God. So far as the City of God is realized here 
below it is in the haphazard and romantic way of individual 
and partial fulfillment of the gospel. 

What is true of the alleged medieval serenity holds good 
for the classical epoch. We have already had a glimpse of its 
cultural stresses and strains, all the more galling, to my 
view, for being concealed. In poHtics, classicism was the 
absolute monarchy, with its intrigues, religious persecu¬ 
tions, and dynastic wars —order at the expense of the 
loser. Modern champions of classicism sometimes think 
they may strengthen their case by admitting the imperfec- 
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tion of Western neo-classicism and pointing to the original 
perfection of the classic age in Greece, with or without its 
continuation in the Roman Empire, But “this is a more 
exquisite song than the other” as Shakespeare’s Cassio says. 
It takes only a copy of Thucydides and a modicum of 
imagination to recognize that the Greeks at all times of 
their history led the most chaotic, passionate, and disorderly 
life conceivable. They preached and praised serenity, no 
doubt, together with a number of other institutions which 
it would be hard to acclimate on our soil, but calm com¬ 
posure and the austere sign of discipline were with them 
as they are with us, individual achievements. The unity of 
Greece was wrecked, not made, by whatever may be called 
“the Greek way of life.” It was only after “the failure of 
nerve” which Gilbert Murray has studied that we find 
stoical calm — again, in individuals. A given society at a 
given time may make these achievements easier or more 
numerous, but the recipe for such a society is not to preach 
imitation two thousand years out of date in totally different 
conditions, nor to affect the manner of being the sole 
legitimate heirs of the lost tradition. 

The alarming aspect of the modern ego is not that it 
wants to create order or adopt a discipline or accept 
talented rulers, but that it is walking forward with its 
head turned back in fear and longing. This, and not its 
affectations, is the signal of distress. It marks it not only 
as an artificial survival of the last phase of romanticism — 
a kind of Mr. de Valdemar saved from putrefaction by 
hypnosis —but it also defines the revolutionary character 
of our era. 



8. The Three '^evolutions 


If we lend an ear to the complaints of the modern ego — 
complaints both in the sense of ailments and in the sense 
of protests — and pass from the superficial signs of distress 
to the heart of the trouble, we find the disease due to the 
workings of a deep cultural change. Whether the name 
“revolution” be applied to it or not is a matter of taste; 
the important thing is that for size and significance it 
stands on a par with that transformation of a hundred and 
fifty years ago which has been the object of this inquiry. 

But the reader will remember that in common with the 
observers of the earlier period, I mentioned the French 
political revolution of 1789 as a major condition of the 
cultural revolution of romanticism. This suggests that if 
we go back for a closer look at the relation between cul¬ 
ture and politics in the previous era, we may be able to 
guess more intelligently at the meaning of our own revolu¬ 
tion. The reader may be disappointed — or relieved — to 
hear that for once I have no conclusions to offer, but only 
hints of possibilities. It is as far as the historian’s prophetic 
soul may go. 

To keep the chronology clear, I begin with the question 
whether the French Revolution and the Napoleonic regime 
were themselves expressions of romanticism. It is not an 
idle question, since it brings us two cases for testing the 
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relation of politics to culture. Yet it involves what seems 
at first sight hopeless contradiction. Everyone has heard 
it said of modern France — for it is commonly believed — 
that she, at any rate, is not a romantic nation like Germany. 
She has had her “romantic fling” with Napoleon and is 
unlikely to repeat the trial. Here Napoleon means romanti¬ 
cism. At the same time, most textbooks represent Napoleon 
as a “true son of the Enlightenment” who brought France 
back to “her classic tradition” after the deviation of the 
revolutionary wars. From which it would appear that the 
revolution was romantic but Napoleon was not. At the 
same time we must bear in mind that the classical Louis XIV 
also “flung” France at Europe’s head. What then has ro¬ 
manticism to do with revolution, with empire, and with 
war? The confusion grows even darker if we reflect 
that all this is only the political expression of a people’s 
spirit, to which must be added its cultural expression, that 
is, the formal art and thought of the period from 1789 to 
Waterloo. 

I shall return to culture in a moment. Meanwhile the 
political puzzle can be solved by applying our basic defini¬ 
tion of romanticism — man’s sense of his energy and of his 
weakness. In this definition, no single goal is specified for 
the energy, even though the weakness may be thought 
of as common to all men. This means that any manifestation 
of human energy inevitably reminds us of romanticism and 
may be mistaken by the uncritical as identical with it. 
But romanticism, as I have said perhaps too often, implies 
not only risk, effort, energy; it implies also creation, diver¬ 
sity, and individual genius. This is why America is the land 
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of romanticism par excellence and why her greatest phi¬ 
losopher, William James, asserted the doctrine in its fullness 
against all absolute, classical limits. We may say, then, that 
in their heroism and energy, the French Revolution and 
the Napoleonic regime resembled romantic undertakings. 
This is consistent with what I said of Napoleon’s influence 
on the romantic poets, and it is also consistent with what 
I said of Louis XIV as a figurehead upon which the whole 
nation could project its spirit of enterprise. 

Finally, this view explains why it is so plausible nowadays 
to describe fascism as romanticism. Its energy and pretense 
to create are akin to romanticism, but they express them¬ 
selves — as in Napoleon and Louis XIV — through a unitary 
leadership based on oppression. The fascist program is not 
a new romanticism, for its premises, methods, and goal are 
precisely the opposite. Two diametrically opposed schemes 
can be carried out with a like enthusiasm; but that does 
not make them the same: they may look alike from a dis¬ 
tance, but one feature in common does not constitute 
identity. If it did, the energy put forth by the Axis powers, 
the energy shown by Soviet Russia, and our own energy — 
now that we have given up the idea of isolation and 
do-nothing-ism — would be enough to blur all distinctions 
and reduce Russia, ourselves, and the Axis to one intention. 
If by stretching proper terms you say that Mussolini talks 
like “any romantic hero” you must be ready to admit that 
Winston Churchill does the same. What men feel while 
listening to any rousing oratory is indeed a part of romanti¬ 
cism: it is the excitement felt by all human beings who 
are accomplishing something against odds, who are striving 
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in a perfectly normal Faustian manner. So true is this, that 
observers as far apart as Mr. Henry Wallace and the 
Archbishop of Canterbury have expressed a kind of admira¬ 
tion for Hitler himself, adding, of course, that with the 
energy and the spiritual renovation which he has instilled 
into his people, he is doing the work of the devil. 

All this puts squarely before us the need of a pragmatic 
test for judging the employment of human energies, both 
individual and collective. For it is perfectly clear that 
were it not for the great fund of reserve strength in man¬ 
kind, Mussolini and Hitler’s programs could not have won 
the support of their peoples. It was not merely the goal 
of revenge or aggrandizement that united the masses be¬ 
hind these men, but the promise of using human powers, 
taking risks, and building something greater than their 
individual selves. No deep knowledge of the past is needed 
to prove that in the right situation this kind of appeal will 
infallibly work, simply because energy and the conscious¬ 
ness of possessing it are facts of human nature. Energy be¬ 
ing pre-eminently a characteristic of youth, the “right 
situation” for this type of collective uprising is one in which 
youth is unemployed or deprived of access to the prizes 
of life, and in which some sort of simple group ideal can be 
set up — unification, revenge, or Lebensraum. For it, men 
will make sacrifices and die, until either the goal is reached 
or disillusion and weariness ensue. That is the history of 
Napoleonic France, which fortunately did not achieve its 
goal. 

If this is true, it is the height of folly to suppose that a 
few men or their propaganda or some special German 
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chromosome is the cause of fascism — let alone the cause 
of war. Perceiving this long before Hitler’s time, William 
James wrote an essay called “The Moral Equivalent of 
War” \^hich puts the burden where it belongs by demand¬ 
ing that society establish some socially useful means of 
channeling the surplus energies of men. Whatever the right 
course may be, it is certainly not that of restraining the 
energies of others, at home or abroad, until the pressure 
brings about an explosion. The more likely way to peace is 
to so distribute this mass of power as to satisfy the romantic 
consciousness of its possessors that they are being useful 
and creative. 

Viewed in this light, the French Revolution was, first, 
an explosion which destroyed the outworn constraints of 
the old regime and opened careers to talent. Second, in 
meeting the coalition of foreign powers seeking to main¬ 
tain the status quo, the Revolution stimulated heroism and 
afforded chances of greatness. Looked at from without, its 
activity was romantic. Its style and thought, however, re¬ 
mained thoroughly classical. Not only were its doctrines 
derived from the philosophes, but its imagination was cast 
chiefly in the molds of classical antiquity and abstract rea¬ 
son. It argued political issues with the aid of precedents 
found in Plutarch and it established the worship of reason 
as an official creed. For their own national past, the French 
of that time had little use. Ancient charters were burned 
and a scheme was set afoot to destroy those “monuments 
of barbarism and superstition,” the Gothic cathedrals. 

In another, even deeper way, the French Revolution re¬ 
mained classical. Political necessity required absolute unity 
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through dictatorship, and orthodoxy suited the revolution¬ 
ary Committee of Public Safety as well as it had suited 
Louis XIV. That essential part of romanticism which 
asserts the worth of the individual could not be tolerated; 
that part which was seeking to recapture the spirit of 
early Christianity and led to a revival of religion was held 
to be counter-revolutionary. Literature and the arts, as 
I have elsewhere detailed, were completely muzzled. The 
struggle for power within, and the war for liberation and 
conquest without, were the only two goals which absorbed 
men’s energies. There was no room for weakness any more 
than for diversity. Perhaps the single great figure of the 
period with the full romanticist consciousness was Danton, 
whose foreign policy was peace and who from weariness 
let himself be guillotined. This may be why the romanticist 
poet Buchner chose him forty years later as the hero of 
his masterpiece, Danton's Death. 

At the coming of Napoleon, these elements had not 
changed. Dictatorship was still required and the new dic¬ 
tatorship still meant war. The Empire style mixed the neo¬ 
classic with the newly discovered Egyptian; energy and 
heroism continued to thrive. The single directing will 
hoped to re-create the splendors of Versailles and professed 
to want Corneille as a Minister of State, while sentimental 
Ossianism embellished the brutality and materialism of the 
conqueror. Only in the Catholic revival, encouraged for 
political reasons, was there any sign of a new direction, 
one upon which the centralized state did not proceed very 
far, as we saw in the condemnation of Mme. de Stael’s writ¬ 
ings on Germany. Classically enough, the minister of police 
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pointed out to her that France had no need to seek artistic 
inspiration outside the frontier. Yet at the same time 
Napoleon was blaming his Minister of the Interior for the 
absence of a flourishing literature in the Empire. A clair¬ 
voyant might have replied that a young officer in the com¬ 
missariat, later Stendhal, was too busy crossing the frozen 
rivers of Russia to do anything else. 

The cultural pattern of dictatorship is plain enough. 
Whether it is Louis XIV, Robespierre, Hitler, or Stalin 
at the helm, the relation of absolutism to art is authoritarian. 
No doubt a well-established authority, like Louis XIV’s, 
can allow more variety than a new empire. But the threat 
of heresy is ever present, and power takes no chances. 

It might be thought that with the return of the Bourbons 
after the Fall of Napoleon, the old shackles would be re¬ 
applied. But the restoration of absolutism was only ap¬ 
parent. The monarchy came back with a Charter, knowing 
that it must rule a people weary of constraints, of eight¬ 
eenth-century reason, and of unremitting physical energy. 
In these circumstances, and with the encouragement of 
examples coming from Germany, England, and Italy, the 
romantic movement in France was born at last. Knowing 
at first hand what force, violence, and energy meant, it 
was not theoretical or sentimental in its use of these terms. 
It preached energy but it rejected the aim which twenty- 
five years of warfare had proved fruitless. In place of the 
one goal of unity for national self-assertion, it preferred 
cultural diversity, religious freedom, and peace. 
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To this interpretation of Revolutionary and Napoleonic 
culture, which we mean to use as a touchstone for the 
present, let us add what we now know about the historic 
expression, in the nineteenth century, of intrinsic romanti¬ 
cism. This very distinction is, of course, essential to a 
right understanding of the matter. Though alternately 
dominant and submerged, romanticism seems to be a per¬ 
manent feature in the character of Western man. It ex¬ 
presses and exalts his energetic, creative, expansive tend¬ 
encies, by recognizing that although he is but a feeble 
creature lost in the universe, he has unpredictable powers 
which develop under stress of desire and risk. 

But romanticism is not, as the world keeps parroting, 
a revolt from Reason, an emotional fling, an escape from 
the real. It is a voyage of discovery with the whole man 
as master. His reason, inseparably linked to his will, guides 
his desires and conserves the fruits of his action. Considered 
abstractly and separately. Reason and Will keep pace 
with each other, now one leading by urging a want, now 
the other by stretching the use of a means; both together 
building up what in our sanguine moments we call civiliza¬ 
tion. In moments of dejection, we feel and see that by the 
tests of both reason and desire civilization falls short of 
its aim, and we are forcibly reminded of the romantic truth 
that in his greatness itself man is weak. 

If this is romanticism, the least we can infer from it is 
that the popular contrast drawn in our day between a 
civilizing reason and a barbarous, irrational romanticism 
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is utter nonsense. It is a melodrama invented to satisfy 
our need for a villain. In our smugness and pride we have 
perverted the meaning of reason and rationality. Using 
“reasonable” in daily life to describe those who obediently 
do our will, we have turned the word into absolute praise, 
never examining the merits of the will itself. We have 
tainted with opprobrium the word “rationalize” because 
it is reason coming after the fact, as if this were not normal 
and good and as if man’s whole duty were not precisely 
to rationalize, making all his impulses conscious first, in 
order that later his choices may again become unconscious, 
with reason. 

In the political theorizing of our time, it is apparent 
that those who say they are the party of reason, by virtue 
of talking much and reverently of that faculty, are simply 
rationalizing their wills, that is, their preference for a 
political scheme, a philosophical method, or an established 
religion. Their reasons have a right to be heard, but they 
do not constitute the oracle Reason speaking with a su¬ 
pernal voice. It may be regrettable, but there is no “tradi¬ 
tion of reason” reaching from Plato down to us and em¬ 
braced by all good men. It is rather a sign of unreason to 
credit such a notion, when it can be so easily refuted by 
asking, “Which Plato —the Plato of the authoritarian, 
puritanical Republic, or of the ‘romantic’ Lancs?” 

Often cited with Plato as supporting classic Reason 
against romantic Will are the teachings of Jesus; though 
just as often Jesus is classed as romantic, and Christian is 
opposed to Pagan. These labels do not make the confusion 
clearer. In fact, they help obscure the important, and to 
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many the disagreeable, fact that in its insistence upon faith 
the Christian tradition is sounder than the rationalist. 
Christianity sees that mankind follows its many conflicting 
purposes as it follows its religious leaders or its mathemati¬ 
cal axioms: desiderio, from desire, with no whisperings or 
guarantees from reason. Reason devises tests afterwards 
and it records experience. When conclusive, the results 
become mankind’s “reason” in a new sense — that of a 
well-known truth or article of faith. But there is nothing 
final and compelling about these results. As Shaw long ago 
pointed out: “The reasonable man adapts himself to the 
world: the unreasonable one persists in trying to adapt 
the world to himself. Therefore all progress depends on the 
unreasonable man.” 

The substance of reason, in short, is changeable. Hence 
modern cant is never more at fault than when it makes fraud 
and violence synonymous with a denial of reason —as 
if the plans of swindlers and conquerors were not evident 
products of the ratiocinative faculty; and never more 
offensive than when it represents the “civilized,” “law- 
abiding” world as so accustomed to reason that a child 
could sway it by genial argument. 

Meanwhile, the folly of playing with the bare words 
“rational,” “romantic,” is shown by the fact that in wartime 
we contradict ourselves (very reasonably) by justifying 
the very acts we object to in our enemies. We appeal to 
kindred feelings in kindred words. After condemning 
fascism as a compound of passion and fury, we find our¬ 
selves praising “the passion and fury” that inspired a small 
French force to blaze its way through equatorial Africa, 
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1500 miles in 40 days. In other words, so long as we have a 
use for heroism in a world of risk, we cannot repudiate 
romanticism. Unfortunately reason in its honorific sense 
has been arbitrarily attached to the anti-romantic view, so 
that the debate has bogged down in a confusion of labels 
and catchwords when it should have been concerned with 
intentions, costs, and consequences. 

This neglected concern forces us to keep a second im¬ 
portant distinction in mind: whereas romanticism begins 
by viewing man as he must appear to the eye of universal 
history, the opposing view, called classical, sees him in 
rigid pose under the bright light of an orthodoxy. Within 
the classic boundaries, man is a reasonable creature only 
when he conforms. It is taken for granted that Reason 
and Nature are fixed principles exactly embodied in the 
status quo. To depart from its conventions is therefore 
guilty folly, deserving no mercy. To argue differences of 
human temperament, new goals, or a changing world, is 
disallowed, for the aim of classicism is absolute order. Un¬ 
der it, the individual suppresses his “incorrect” desires and 
the state encourages him by keeping a death watch over 
heresy. Apart from roundabout outlets for repressed feel¬ 
ings, the classic state offers only one safety valve for en¬ 
thusiasm — the worship of the nation in the person of its 
Emperor, King ... or Leader. Embodying absolute rea¬ 
son, which is one and imperious, the state must rule alone, 
one and imperialistic. Caesar, Louis XIV, Cromwell, Napo¬ 
leon, Hitler, form the classical series. 

Yet all this is not the result of useless pride or avoidable 
error. It answers a need which seems to recur in a kind 
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of rhythm throughout the course of Western history. 
Periods of absorption alternate with periods of elimination; 
after diversity, simplification. Though both tendencies may 
at times be present together, one dominates. Man explores 
and is romantic; man wants repose and becomes classical. 

Against this background of recurring moods and ways, 
the special relation of nineteenth-century romanticism to 
twentieth-century anti-romanticism takes on a different 
aspect. We can no longer talk in one breath of the romantic 
threat of fascism and the “feeble vaporings” of the ro¬ 
mantics. We cannot invoke against Hitler the “great prin¬ 
ciples of the French Revolution” and shake our fist at 
that lunatic, Rousseau, who brought it about. We cannot 
dismiss the nineteenth century as the breaker of tradition 
when before it, in the ninth, twelfth, and fourteenth cen¬ 
turies, previous epochs of expansion and exploration fol¬ 
lowed upon attempts at fixed systems. Worst of all, in 
talking of romanticism and its sequel, we can no longer 
suppose that we are dabbling in the history of old mistakes; 
we must recognize that we are dealing with the cultural 
cloth out of which our present and future is to be cut. 

This was in fact the motive for reviewing the historical 
and biographical facts of the romantic period and apprais¬ 
ing its intellectual and artistic legacy. 

Seen from within, the romantic epoch disclosed all over 
Europe two generations of men attempting, between 1780 
and 1850, a feat of cultural renovation. The classical order, 
dying of overabstraction and false generality, had been 
devoured by its own children, the Enlightened philoso¬ 
phers. Political revolution and Napoleonic dictatorship 
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buried it and leveled the ground. The romanticists had 
the task of reconstruction. The vast horizons opened up by 
war and social upheaval gave romanticism its scope: it was 
inclusive, impatient of barriers, eager for diversity. It 
treasured fact and respected the individual as a source of 
fact. Accordingly, its political philosophy was an attempt to 
reconcile personal freedom with the inescapable need of 
collective action. Rousseau, Burke, Kant, Hegel, agreeing 
on the nature of the problem, differed only in lesser par¬ 
ticulars. They were not anarchists or imperialists, but 
theorists of equilibrium in motion. 

Alive to diversity, romanticism bound up patriotism with 
the life of peoples and gave form to a cultural nationalism 
compatible with international amity. Observant and im¬ 
aginative, it rediscovered history and gave an impulse to 
the arts which has not yet died out. True to its inclusive 
purpose, romantic art was simultaneously idealistic, real¬ 
istic, and symbolic; impressionist, expressionist, and surreal¬ 
ist. It produced forms and amassed contents only now 
nearing exhaustion, after furnishing the models for the 
movements which we enumerate through the past century 
as Realism, Symbolism, Impressionism, Naturalism, and 
Post-Impressionism. 

The men who carried out this cultural revolution were 
both fortunate and ill-fated. Coming first after the deluge, 
they had the luck of position. They could and did infinitely 
more than it was given to their successors to do; yet being 
only men and not demigods, they often groaned and some¬ 
times broke under the burden of their responsibility. As¬ 
tounding in their energy, production, inventiveness, and 
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moral fervor, they also exhibited those traits whose posses¬ 
sion led them to proclaim man both strong and weak. Their 
melancholy sense of failure and love of death; their re¬ 
course to opiates and stimulants; finally, the retreat of 
some of their number to traditional havens, proves that 
their lot was tragic. The best of them are in fact like 
heroes of tragedy in that they simultaneously fail and 
triumph, annoy and impress us. They are out of scale 
and we can neither take them to our bosoms nor let them 
alone. 

Though we cannot forget them, their individual lives 
were more difficult, and more subtly organized than we 
remember. The striking generalities of the textbook writer 
about romantic careers are falser than most critical com¬ 
monplaces, because the roles filled by the romantics are 
open only once in every century or two, and there clings 
something of the incredible to their occupants’ human 
destinies. Moreover, in virtue of its very largeness and 
variety, romanticism is bound to seem vulnerable and loose. 
Whereas a classic orthodoxy must be secretly undermined 
by people who risk their lives, a romanticist position is 
breached at once by, perfectionists, traditionalists, and neo- 
classicists — all of whom want to tidy up the world by en¬ 
forcing “a few simple rules.” Whereas the classical temper 
can be individually indulged within the romantic order, 
the contrary is impossible. Fear of diversity, impatience 
with failure, usher in an age of so-called Realism, character¬ 
ized by a return to convention and based on materialism. 
This is what happened in Europe around 1850. But its 
limitations soon generated a counter-reaction, a neo-roman- 
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ticism, appearing as Symbolism, Naturalism, Impressionism, 
and — most lately — Surrealism. 

After so full a century, our own period obviously had 
little left to express and much to do. Nonetheless, from 
1905 to 1914 signs of a new cultural start, the true work 
of impulse and reason, were everywhere visible. It was 
an era of socialism, internationalism, and buoyant futurism, 
following closely on the f.n de siecle mood of decadence 
and despair. In many senses the pre-war decade created 
genuine novelty and laid down new techniques in art, 
science, and thought. But “practical” politics lagged be¬ 
hind, as usual, waiting for an unmistakable disaster. The 
First World War came and scotched the life of mind but 
failed to create the wished-for international order or even 
to restore the old balance of nations. 

There followed twenty years of disillusionment, self¬ 
distrust, and futile chest thumpings in the name of new 
realisms. In all that time, the main intellectual occupation 
has been either to complain or to mirror the chaos of 
complaints. Ignoring the pre-war start, and seeing that the 
path to creation was blocked by a century of masterpieces, 
great and small, post-war artists have taken apart or 
parodied the materials of that century. They have ridiculed 
its contents and pulverized its syntax. Or else they have 
overleaped it altogether and made themselves neo-classicists 
“like” Dante, “like” Dryden, “like” Bach — half sensing and 
half blinding themselves to the truth that their models were 
not classicists in despair and impotence, but determined 
Utopians, encouraged by an uncompleted past or a new 
vision ahead; men whose path was not smooth, but whose 
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difficulties did not paralyze them: they carped by creating, 
destroyed by doing. Later comers, such as Racine, Pope, 
or Mozart, found the “order” already made for them by 
these pioneers and exploited it with vigor until its exhaus¬ 
tion. 

Compared with these two possible phases of classicism, 
our modern movements seem too timid, too scholarly, too 
backward-looking to succeed. The demand for “realism” 
and the mutual accusations of “escape” suggest fear of the 
future rather than determination to create it, that is, to 
make a new reality in place of the present distasteful one. 
In parallel fashion, our democratic delays and dallyings in 
politics argued the same lack of courage and initiative until 
events not of our making forced the whole world to put 
its mind on new freedoms, new obligations, and new 
devices of government. As happened before the French 
Revolution, the twentieth century made a new beginning, 
which foundered in twenty years of violence and confu¬ 
sion. The obvious question now is, whether the world is 
slowly twisting its way out of the chaos and into a new 
classical order. Will the alternation of phases hitherto dis¬ 
cernible in Western history prolong itself into the future 
which is our own? 


Ill 

Before we answer this each for himself, we must dwell 
upon certain of the foregoing facts. The revolution we are 
living through is not an event of the last few years only. 
It began, not in 1940, but in 1914. Coming on top of a 
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decade rich in intellectual and artistic achievement, the 
First World War and its sequels demonstrated the fallacy 
of aggressive or “Realistic” nationalism: by 1914 it had 
become a quite fantastic international anarchy. Looking 
back on it from the twenties and thirties it was clear that 
the idea of absolute national sovereignty is contrary to 
fact and therefore bankrupt. But nothing has as yet 
emerged in its place. This is one aspect of our revolution. 

A second is the rise of the masses — not Mr. Ortega y 
Gasset’s revolt — but the recognition, real or assumed, 
that industrial man counts for something. This is the mean¬ 
ing of the Russian revolution of 1917, the Italian one of 
1922, the German one of 1933, the Spanish one of 1938, 
and even the confused French one of 1940. We may make 
parallels with China and Japan at our pleasure. In these 
many countries, political forms were violently overthrown 
in the name of some species of greater collective unity. 
I am not speaking of methods and parties, least of all of 
achievements. I speak merely of expressed intentions when 
I say that in all these countries, the masses of the population 
were promised a more important place in the nation and a 
greater share of the goods of Ufe than they had hitherto 
enjoyed. Mr. Peter Drucker puts the point very concisely 
when he says that fascism and other isms try to solve the 
dominant problem of today by giving industrial man status 
and function. In many countries the promise may be a 
fraud and a lie, but the kind of lie it is has significance. 
To avoid confusion with other words like democracy or 
collectivism, I shall call this movement, just for the nonce 
and forgetting all other uses of the term: populism. 
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The third character derives from these same facts as well 
as from those contained in the last chapter. I mean the pre¬ 
vailing search for a single truth, a single religion, a single 
allegiance. Whether Marxist or Thomist or Anglican or 
neo-classicist, or Fascist, or Falangist, the universal cry seems 
to be: “Give us a dogma, give us a leader.” If we add to 
this the doctrinal scholasticism of these groups, the pre¬ 
ciosity and religiosity of its artistic standard-bearers, to¬ 
gether with their united drive on romanticism, we have 
the clearest evidence we could desire for the prophecy 
that a new classical age is in the making, that we already 
live and breathe in the classicist atmosphere. 

Or so it seems. For there are equally clear signs of a pull 
in another direction. Now that Great Britain and the 
United States are fully in the war, the fascist powers no 
longer have a monopoly on the idea of a New Order. The 
Western nations have launched the slogan of “The Century 
of the Common Man,” which can only mean status and 
function for their masses. A planned economy, national in¬ 
surance against the ordinary risks of work and life, a 
greater representation of labor on policy-making bodies — 
these things afford the beginning of status and function. 
But it is understood that they go with the maintenance of 
the democratic tradition: such is the meaning of the four 
freedoms — three old ones plus the freedom from want. 
There is thus a rival to unitary classicism, giving the world 
a chance to escape it. 

What is more, by their military aggression, the fascist 
powers have alienated the greater number of small Euro¬ 
pean countries; they have outraged the conscience of the 
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world by their persecutions; and they have cut themselves 
off from a real working union with Soviet Russia. Now 
the small countries and the numerous soviet republics repre¬ 
sent cultural autonomy, hence diversity. What is still 
valid in the theory of nationalism, therefore, is its romanti¬ 
cist core of cultural independence. If we add to all this 
the industrial superiority of the United Nations, it seems 
unlikely that the sweep toward authoritarian rule will go 
unchecked. And without authoritarian rule on an Imperial 
scale there can be no new orthodoxy and no single truth, 
though there may in time be single allegiance to an order 
based on consent. 

Finally, there is the question whether classicism suits the 
masses. All previous classicisms have rested upon the domi¬ 
nance of a small group over the rest. The people, separated 
from one another, were powerless, indifferent, unnational, 
and overawed by pomp and rank. Logically enough, our 
classicists are anti-humanitarian and anti-cosmopolitan. 
What they admire in Plato is the political theorist who said 
that all outsiders were enemies by nature and it was just 
to wage war on them; a principle which Aristotle modified 
by saying they were slaves by nature and it was just to 
make them work for the leisure class. But these are pre¬ 
cisely the doctrines that a mass movement cannot adopt for 
its own. It can, of course, revamp them in the fascist man¬ 
ner, by saying that a given race or a given nation is ap¬ 
pointed to enslave the rest. And in practice, totalitarian 
domination is the work of a party, a bureaucracy of talent. 
But this scheme is hardly consistent with the admission of 
the masses to status and function, and we have yet to see 
how long the masses will tolerate it. 
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In any case, the fascist scheme is populist in tone, which 
automatically excludes our present neo-classicists from be¬ 
coming a part of the new ruling group. On this point, the 
testimony of the French Revolution, the Russian, and the 
several fascist ones, is unanimous. The new state encourages 
art and thought from the start, but only the mercenary kind; 
not before twenty years does “the new culture” become 
anything more than paid and controlled propaganda. 

Grant now for argument’s sake that in the aftermath of 
this war most nations turn for guidance to some form of 
absolute authority, and that after the period of emergency, 
these authoritarian regimes become “stable” in the classic 
seventeenth-century French style. What kind of culture 
will be possible? It will certainly not be monarchical, nor 
aristocratic, nor (I should think) traditionally rehgious. 
The state will have been formed around the idea of popu¬ 
lism. It will be imperialistic and warlike. It will run its in¬ 
dustry with the aid of technicians, who are in the habit 
of calling themselves men of science. Culture will reflect 
all these influences. Art and thought will be popular, na¬ 
tionalist, and pseudo-scientific, much in the manner pre¬ 
scribed in Russia after the Revolution. What the dogmas 
and bibles of this imagined classicism would be, no one 
knows, but it surely will not be the subtle, wire-drawn, 
metaphysical, and tradition-begging work of our moderns. 

Not that popuhst taste is bad, but that it is different. As 
Chesterton remarked, “Ordinary people dislike the delicate 
modern work, not because it is good or because it is bad, 
but because it is not what they asked for.” And he goes on 
to suggest that if good art of the kind they want were given 
them, the masses would like it even better than the things 
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they are now content with. Significantly, these remarks 
occur in his book on Dickens. It is to Dickens and the 
romantics that we have to go back for the tradition of 
large-scale popular art, beginning with Beethoven’s “vul¬ 
gar” “Ode to Joy” and “blatant” “Fifth Symphony.” 

But our classicists reject it, and complain precisely of the 
pubhc that the romanticists so frequently catered for. A 
groundless belief has got abroad that mediocrities thrive 
and rule only in the democracies. Finding bourgeois taste 
corrupt and popular taste crude, the classicists are com¬ 
pelled to take in one another’s writings. Are these the men 
to express the simple emotions and produce the broad 
effects required by a popular state, even if authoritarian? 
I doubt it. Are they themselves the disciplined souls they 
think they are, and which they would have to become 
under authority, or do they only want to discipline others? 
Anyhow, classicism requires a compact, well-trained, so¬ 
phisticated audience which is not unwilhng to support a 
few compliant artists as an added grace to a life of leisure 
and amusement. 

There are thus three reasons at least — democratic tradi¬ 
tion, cultural nationalism, and the unsuitability of the 
ideal itself — to set against the three factors indicative of an 
oncoming classicism. What may prove even more convinc¬ 
ing is the fact that in spite of governmental pressure, Soviet 
Russia has seen a resurgence of the romanticist outlook. 
Such an outlook goes counter to official materialism and 
science, but it breaks out nevertheless, for the good reason 
that the poetical mind, looking back on heroism and 
achievement, cannot help praising energy and spirit. 
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Likewise influential, the Russian government’s need to 
cope with different local conditions over its vast territory 
has forced it to allow a great deal more diversity than 
its theory admits. This diversity finds its way into poetry. 
Moreover a country that reveres Pushkin, that prints 
275,000 copies of Byron’s poems in twenty years of revolu¬ 
tion and does so officially, may not long be able to resist 
intrinsic romanticism in some new historic form. 

But all these facts are only hints of a possible future. I am 
far from saying that classicism will not emerge from the 
present confusion, nor am I asserting that romanticism 
surely will. No opinion worth the name can be given on a 
subject so dispersed as to its evidence. All that can be done is 
to collect this evidence as it comes in, and for this purpose 
I may suggest a few convenient heads of classification, in 
the form of questions. 

First, does the wide discrepancy between the official 
absolute dogma of Russian Sovietism and the increasing 
diversification of the facts beneath it point to a new 
technique of government, affording a Pickwickian classi¬ 
cism in combination with a factual romanticism? Perhaps 
it is not new. It may have been something of the same sort 
which in the Middle Ages permitted the irregular, romanti¬ 
cist flowering of Gothic architecture under an orthodoxy 
ill-supported by the disorganized political state. Nowadays 
the secular arm might be unified and philosophical belief 
left free. Such a scheme would have something of Plato’s 
Laws in it, including the policy of conscious deception of 
the masses for the sake of a paternal rule by those who 
know. It so happens that Russian literature boasts a bril- 
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liant restatement of that ideal in Dostoevsky’s parable of 
the Grand Inquisitor, and T. S. Eliot, in The Idea of a 
Christian Society, seems to advocate a similar principle in 
religion. The chief objection to it is: how far can such a gap 
between fact and fiction be allowed to stretch, and how 
long will it go unperceived in a moving world? 

Whatever be the answers, our ears can be sharpened to 
catch them by keeping in mind the broad conflict of cul- 
tiures set forth in these pages. The world is in need of some 
sort of populist federation. But so far in the world’s his¬ 
tory, the periods of consolidation have been classicist; the 
periods of expansion and individual creation, romanticist. 
In any one period all classical states have ultimately clashed 
together, in virtue of their very compactness and ab¬ 
solutism. Need history go on in this perpetual seesaw, 
despite the increasingly acute observation of these recurrent 
phenomena, and despite the greater power and proximity of 
men? Those who would say “No” probably overlook what 
that excellent scholar Miss Dorothy Sayers has pointed out: 
“Now that you have the age of national self-realization, the 
age of colonial expansion, the age of the barbarian invasions 
and the age of the decline and fall, all jammed cheek by 
jowl in time and space, all armed alike with poison gas and 
going through the outward motions of an advanced civiliza¬ 
tion, principles have become more dangerous than passions. 
It’s getting uncommonly easy to kill people in large num¬ 
bers, and the first thing a principle does — if it really is a 
principle —is to kill somebody.” 

Those who say “Yes” would probably add that the larg¬ 
est manageable unit is the nation, and that with its main- 
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tenance inside a league for security there should be de¬ 
centralization and smaller subdivisions of government. The 
world order would be tempered by local autonomies. 
T. S. Eliot inclines to this view, which misses being pure 
Rousseau only because Rousseau wisely said the territorial 
limit of a republic should be the reach of a man’s voice. 
With the radio, this probably gives us a colonial claim on 
interstellar space. Large or small, the earthly units of gov¬ 
ernment must co-exist in some kind of envelope or the 
term New World remain without meaning. 

The ultimate question, as always with sentient creatures, 
is “What, then, do we want?” To this, the classicist replies 
by insisting on the need for a supreme absolute, and many 
ordinary people share his view because they see in it sta¬ 
bility, security, and eternal peace. Mr. Drucker, who is not 
caught by such notions, still believes in a kind of middle 
way, by which the absolute is asserted but never enforced, 
because no one really knows what it is. I submit that lack 
of knowledge about the absolute has never been a bar to 
its enforcement. 

Further, the general romanticist rejoinder is that any 
absolute is at best a crutch. Classicism has to provide one 
because it first amputates man and then finds that the world 
is a moving platform. Sooner or later, the one-legged topple 
down. The only hope is not stability but a moving equi¬ 
librium; a world order devised and endlessly revised, not 
proclaimed and imposed. Stability is death. We can point 
to the present as a proof: the democratic nations neglected 
opportunities for internal reform and world reorganization 
because they preferred and were pledged to stability. But 
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the world needed and wanted to be reformed, so provi¬ 
dence sent the devil to do the work men would not do. 
“The spirit that denies,” to use Goethe’s words, clears the 
ground; and as by defeating Napoleon Europe gradually 
achieved liberty, so by defeating Hitler and allying our¬ 
selves with Russia we may be achieving what I have called 
populism. 

The classicist is quite right in appealing to tradition — 
and T. S. Eliot, for one, has defined it as a changing, adapt¬ 
able continuity of ideas; though in practice he has not 
used it as if it were so, assuming quite arbitrarily “a break” 
somewhere in the romantic period. But the romanticist of 
today, if he is an historian, may justly claim that he too is 
in the tradition, and must refuse to join in Mr. Eliot’s 
candlelight search for the European mind, on the ground 
that he finds it all about him. He finds it on both sides of 
the present conflict, in all the ideas floating in the air, 
in the very chaos itself, which is so uncomfortable but so 
European! This is tradition; this is history; and no one ac¬ 
cursed strand can be expunged from the tangled web, for 
the great question is of the future pattern rather than 
of the materials out of which it is to be made. 

IV 

If, dropping for the last few pages my descriptive role, 
I am asked what third choice to the romantic-classic see¬ 
saw I personally propose, I should answer that it is the 
pragmatic pluralism of William James, who clearly foresaw 
its applicability to the problems of this century. Pluralism 
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means creating unities and uniformities only where and 
when useful, with no pretense that they are eternal or 
divinely ordained. Pragmatism implies the giving of straight 
answers to the question, “What, then, do we want?” and 
assessing the choices by means of their cost and conse¬ 
quences — not material costs only or physical consequences 
only, but all conceivable relevant interests. 

How about the interest in absolutes? In a world that 
is factually pluralistic, absolutes must remain private, or if 
you prefer, sectarian. Each absolute is a matter of con¬ 
science, which can no longer be allowed to interfere with 
the world’s work, though it has every right to protection 
from the world’s interference. The working together in a 
great nation like the United States, of elements that would 
be at war if transplanted to their European homes, shows 
what can be done. I am not speaking of perfection, nor 
hoping for it, but trying to learn the lesson of the romantic- 
classic feud. 

What can it mean to say that romanticism has failed ex¬ 
cept that having discovered diversity, the great romantics 
were compelled by their classic-minded critics and suc¬ 
cessors to propose for their adoption some impossible 
absolute? What again does it mean to say that every classi¬ 
cism implies a previous romantic creation, or that in retro¬ 
spect romanticist work begins to look classically pure, un¬ 
less it means that romantic and classic are not the two poles 
of human thought but the whole and the half? 

It is a remarkable though unnoted fact that the late 
Irving Babbitt himself seems to have worked round to some¬ 
thing like this position. In his last book he says: “To use 
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the intellect to the utmost, and at the same time to keep 
it in its proper subordinate place, is a task that seems thus 
far to have been beyond the capacity of occidental man.” 
And in the same place he declares himself a “thoroughgoing 
individualist . . . irrevocably committed to the modern 
experiment,” by which he means the individualism and 
diversity of democracy. Was it worth taking all the trouble 
he did, twisting and forcing texts to say what they did 
not mean, and giving the world the impression that he had 
personally slain Rousseau and romanticism, only to reach 
a belief which sympathetic study should have yielded ahead 
of publication? I agree, therefore, with those who say the 
quarrel of romanticism and classicism is one of words, but 
I want the words to be set each in its context of living 
hopes and fears before the debate can be called closed. 

I have no notion whether it is nearing conclusion on the 
world stage. Nor is it my aim to inspire regret in case the 
next era goes down in history as classical. We are not Job’s 
friends and wisdom and culture will not die with us. My 
feelings are only those of one who thinks he has found in 
the tradition of his fathers the germs of a new faith: no 
need to build yet another blood-drenched prison-house for 
humanity, with a classic fagade no sooner raised than mined. 
For the next time or the next, men will find the strength 
to throw away their ideal props and to stand up in the 
open, forsaking safety like those practical romanticists who, 
against all reason, though served by reason, forsook the 
earth and learned how solid was the sky. 



9. “Komanfic^^—A Sampling of 
Modern Usage 


I. Assorted Meanings 


attractive: 

“Tiny glints of gold make dull hair romantic.” —Advertise¬ 
ment, 1938 

UNSELFISH: 

“[In Soviet Russia] if one factory has beaten another fac¬ 
tory in the race for increased production, it is in honor 
bound to send its best men ... to bring the other factory 
up to the level of production. This sounds romantic . . . 
but it is in the interest of each plant to increase the pro¬ 
ductivity of every other plant.” — Beatrice Webb, What I 
Believe, 416 

EXUBERANT: 

“. . . all round him seethed and bubbled the heady wine of 
the new Romanticism, Chateaubriand and Victor Hugo, 
with their titanic tragedies, their unbridled imaginations, 
their purple passages, were the acknowledged literary demi¬ 
gods of the period.” —G. W. Pierson, Tocqueville and 
Beaumont in America, 743 
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ornamental: 

“A new shop ... on the third floor . . . specializes in 
women’s clothes that are romantic and utilitarian at the 
same time.” — Neiv Yorker, April 20, 1940, 70 

unreal: 

“For the purposes of this Exhibition, Romanticism was ah 
attempt to substitute purely emotional values for realities 
through (I) a sentimental interpretation of contemporary 
life, and (2) a retreat to distant times and places.” — 
Souvenir of Romanticism in America, Baltimore Museum 
of Art, May-June 1940, Introduction 

realistic: 

“And they are romantic [the workings of a large depart¬ 
ment store] not because he is bedazzled by them, but be¬ 
cause his shrewd provincial eyes are fresh and strong 
enough to see them in their quiddity. . . .” — Dixon Scott, 
“Arnold Bennett,” Men of Letters, 121 

IRRATIONAL AND MATERIALISTIC: 

“Nazism looks for support in the German philosophy and 
literary movement of Romanticism and accepts the philo¬ 
sophical theses of irrationalism, intuitivism and the so-called 
German Lebensphilosophie, which is either similar or on 
many points identical with evolutionism, utilitarianism, 
vitalism, and also in some respects with the Darwinian ma¬ 
terialist conceptions of the development of life. . . . 
— Eduard Benes, Democracy Today and Tomorrow, 158 

FtrriLE: 

“This explains why, for example, so frequently good writers 
suffer shipwreck in politics . . . why people otherwise 
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talented conduct a romantic policy, which shows a lack of 
practical psychology. ...” — E. Benes, op. cit., 207 

heroic: 

“On the attacking side that literature is courageous and 
romantic like the Communist Manifesto of Karl Marx.” — 
Thurman Arnold, University of Chicago Law Review, 
April 1938, 357 

MYSTERIOUS? SOULFUL?: 

“Miss Margaretta Scott has a dark romantic beauty and 
great intelligence, but she never surprised us, never made 
us catch our breath. ...” — James Agate, “Romeo and 
Juliet,” Daily Express, August 12, 1934 

interesting: 

“The pipe-line, which began at Rhayader, already made 
romantic by Shelley’s honeymoon with Harriet, skirted 
Radnor Forest, crossed Severn above Bewdley, and dis¬ 
charged its flow into the new reservoir, on the northern 
side of the Clent Hills.” — Francis Brett Yoimg, The Black 
Diamond, Prefatory Note 

conservative: 

“There is, secondly, among the ideological factors, the con¬ 
servative heritage of German political thought, whether 
Lutheran Protestantism, Hegelianism, or romanticism.” — 
Carl Mayer, “On the Intellectual Origin of National So¬ 
cialism,” Social Research, May 1942, 246 

revolutionary: 

“But romanticism looked toward the future also; ... it 
fostered sympathy for the oppressed . . . and looked for- 
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ward to a new social system, a Utopia. It thus connected 
itself with the revolutionary tendency. . . — W. V. 

Moody and R. M. Lovett, A History of English Literature, 

237 

bombastic: 

“His style also is frequently unfortunate. Mr. [Harold] 
Fisher is at heart a romantic, and there are moments in this 
exposition of the behavior of money when he ceases to be 
clinical and becomes religious.” — Harold Nicolson, Daily 
Telegraph (reprinted in Living Age, November 1934, 263) 

PICTURESQUE: 

“But Pope, chief exponent of classicism in poetry, showed 
romantic tastes by making fun of regularity in gardens 
. . . and introduced into his garden at Twickenham a 
romantic grotto.” — G. F. Reynolds, English Literature in 
Fact and Story, 150 

NORDIC: 

“The difference in the handling of these few bars [of 
Mozart’s Magic Flute] . . . one may almost say is the dif¬ 
ference between the German and the Italian view, or more 
generally between the Romantic and the Classic.” — Un¬ 
signed review, London Times, August 14, 1934 

formless: 

“But beyond these limits he is wanting in architectonic 
power — the power of duly proportioning a great whole 
— and sprawls about in as purely romantic fashion as Spen¬ 
ser.” — Havelock Ellis, “Walter Savage Landor,” Intro¬ 
duction to Imaginary Conversations, Everyman ed., xxiv 
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formalistic: 

“Now is it not the characteristic of romanticism that the 
form takes precedence over the subject and that once . . . 
found, it is clung to and insistently repeated . . . ?” —A. 
Jullien, Hector Berlioz, 1888, 319 

EMOTIONAL ON PRINCIPLE: 

“Being ‘romantic’ means obedience to the commandment ‘I 
ought to feel deeply.’ Being classical means obedience to: 
‘I ought to feel deeply about art.’ ” — Stephen Potter, D. H. 
Lawrence, 145 

fanciful: 

“I have conceived a romantic idea of educating and adopt¬ 
ing her; as we descend into the vale of years our infirmities 
require some domestic female society.” — Edward Gibbon, 
Letter to Lord Sheffield, August 1789. Autobiography, 
Oxford, 238 

ROMANTIC BUT NOT ROMANTIC: 

“Romantic attitudes and impulses are conspicuous in Maz- 
zini’s biography down to his very last years; though per¬ 
haps one should not overstress their importance, since they 
are just the outer covering, so to say, of a deeper literary, 
ethical and religious romanticism which was Mazzini’s great 
glory and his great fight. ...” — Ignazio Silone, “Pre¬ 
senting Mazzini,” Living Thoughts Library, 9-10 

//. Contrasting Uses 

ABOUT love: 

“Having once begun to think consciously about sex, we can 
never again treat it with the unashamed innocence of the 
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ape; we can only exalt it into romantic love, in the Western- 
Mediterranean-Christian way, or debase it into bestiality, 
which is something no beast knows.” — Dorothy Sayers, 
Begin Here, 111 

Professor [E. K.] Kirk himself writes about marriage and 
suggests three possible solutions to the sex problem: Realism, 
which stands for the Christian idea of monogamy; Pes¬ 
simism, which regards the relations of man and woman as 
a desperate mess . . . and Romanticism, which allows 
young people a considerable degree of liberty in sexual 
experimentation. Though Professor Kirk gives the Devil 
Romanticism his due, he believes that Realism gives better 
results.” — The Living Age, 1934, 173 

ABOUT MUSIC: 

“Perhaps one of the main reasons for the ever-increasing 
popularity of the music of Johann Sebastian Bach lies in 
an intuitive feeling on the part of the listener that, despite 
its technical complexities, the music is fundamentally that 
of a Romantic.” — David Hall, The Record Book, 1940, 223 

“[Rachmaninoff’s] treatment of the Marche Funebre in 
Chopin’s B flat minor sonata is a glaring example of how 
the romantic school of thought would allow the total dis¬ 
regard of dynamic markings in the score, for the sake of a 
more ‘personal’ interpretation.” — David Hall, op. cit., 221 

“But a truce to consistency or logic where our ‘romantic’ 
is concerned. Berlioz sings as he will and we listen and 
glory in the color and poignancy of his art.” — Olin 
Downes, Neve York Times, December ii, 1942 
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“Possibly . . . [Mr. Mitropoulos] would argue that the 
Third Symphony is highly ‘romantic’ as the much-abused 
word is construed today, and therefore that the Brahms 
tradition should not exclude variety and subjectivity in 
expression.” — Olin Downes, ibid., December 25, 1942 

ABOUT NATIONALITY: 

“The idea of nationality in its modern European sense was 
the noble flower of individualism and romanticism, and 
grew out of the enlightenment and the French Revolution.” 
— Eduard Benes, op. cit., 10 

“The idea of the ‘Volkstum’ is again only a nebulous, 
vague, romantic myth, similar to those adopted sometimes 
by very primitive nations, who formed their different 
myths either from nature or from their past life and history. 
But this myth of ‘Volkstum’ today plays a great part in 
practical German politics.” — E. Benes, op. cit., 163 

ABOUT ART AND LITERATURE: 

“Romantic Art, in short, almost invariably fixates at the 
erotic, falling-in-love stage.” — Harry Overstreet, About 
Ourselves, 41 

“True romantic art . . . does not refuse the most pedes¬ 
trian realism. Robinson Crusoe is as realistic as it is ro¬ 
mantic: both qualities are pushed to an extreme, and neither 
suffers.” — Robert Louis Stevenson, “A Gossip on Ro¬ 
mance,” Memories and Portraits, Biographical ed., 244-245 

“David Copperfield is not only both realistic and romantic; 
it is realistic because it is romantic.” — G. K. Chesterton, 
Charles Dickens, 1906 (1942 ed., 140) 
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“Most of us get our ideas of India . . . from a living Eng¬ 
lish romanticist, Rudyard Kipling. Kipling shows the usual 
romantic interest in the primitive and the subrational.” — 
Irving Babbitt, On Being Creative, 1932, 245 

“He is a romantic, whereas I rather incline to the primitive 
state.” — Gauguin on Van Gogh, Lettres de Van Gogh i 
Emile Bernard, 19ii, 17 

“[Dekker’s] . . . ‘Gentle Craft’ is one of his brightest and 
most coherent pieces of work, graceful and lively through¬ 
out, if rather thin-spun and shght of structure: but the 
more serious and romantic part of the action is more lightly 
handled than the broad and light comedy of the mad and 
merry Lord Mayor. . . .’’ — Swinburne, The Age of 
Shakespeare, 1908, 64 

“[The Romantics] all wrote dramatic poems; and all for 
the same reason, which may be summed up in one word — 
Shakespeare. ... Sir Henry Taylor’s adoption of the 
Elizabethan method of drama was purely romantic, that 
is to say, he adopted it without really understanding it.” — 
Lascelles Abercrombie in The Eighteen Sixties, 6 

ABOUT CHRISTIANITY: 

“I found this objective Christianity in Ruskin, in the great 
Romantics, particularly in Hugo, above all in Tolstoy.” — 
H. W. Massingham, “The religion of a journalist,” 
H. W. M., 274 

“. . . the romantic humaneness of Jesus’ sayings answered 
their need for order and gentleness and thrift in the savage 
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and akeady obsolete world of swordsmen and hangmen 
and torture and filth and agony and waste all about them.” 
— John Dos Passos, The Ground We Stand On, 26-27 

. . the mean of reason, the Christian ethic, the scientific 
spirit, and human worth [are] all alien to the German out¬ 
look ... to effect a national regeneration it was necessary 
to cast back to the krational springs of the true German 
spirit. Thus did the postwar years witness the rise of a 
new romanticism in Germany.” — Rohan D’O. Butler, 
The Roots of National Socialism, 297, 232 

ABOUT SENSUALITY AND MORALS: 

“One might apply to the whole [romantic] school the term 
paroxyst . . . The Rousseauist is in general loath to . . . 
impak the zest with which he responds to the solicitations 
of sense. ...” — Irving Babbitt, Rousseau and Roman¬ 
ticism, 2 16 

“But being exaggerated and ascetic, it is definitely roman¬ 
tic.” — Thomas Mann, “Presenting Schopenhauer,” Living 
Thoughts Library, i-j 

“For he uses the language of moral judgment in his book, 
and when not in the mood of hard-boiled romanticism 
would probably admit that a ‘frame-up’ is a moral crime.” — 
Sidney Hook, Reason, Social Myths, and Democracy, 60 

“In common especially with the transcendentalists, as well 
as with many other ‘moral’ and ‘romantic’ philosophers, 
he [Thoreau] can be said to share these two beliefs, (i) 
that solitary contemplation of nature brought a harmony 
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with the spiritual force which created the world, and (2) 
that what is right is so by reference to intuition. ... [In 
this] Thoreau resembles . . . Buddha, Jesus, and Lao 
Tze.” — Theodore Dreiser, “Presenting Thoreau,” Living 
Thoughts Library, 8 

ABOXJT THE INDIVIDUAL AND THE GROUP: 

“Disillusioned and bored, his philosophy is half Eliot’s 
despair, half Cummings’s mockery. Fitts is a romantic, 
though he would probably deny it, and this world, uncon¬ 
genial as it is to individualism, apparently does not please 
him.” —Eda Lou Walton, The Nation, July 17, 1939 

“National Socialism has shaken off sobriety and piety in the 
willing acceptance of the tribal self-adulation of roman¬ 
ticism.” — Hans Kohn, The Nation, November 22, 1941 

ABOUT THE REAL AND THE RATIONAL: 

“. . . in the confused controversy of a century ago, in 
Germany, England, and France, between the ‘classicists’ 
and the Romanticists, the words Imagination and Reason 
were used to mean an opposition between two mutually 
exclusive processes ...” — Graham Wallas, The Art of 
Thought, 125-126 

“It is not a romantic conception, but a classic conception 
of good citizenship, which we are striving to realize. . . . 
Democratic citizenship is not merely a matter of informa¬ 
tion and reason; it implies active participation, and is a 
matter of feeling, self-discipline and imagination, which can 
be developed through experience in the arts as well as the 
sciences. . . . The predominantly rationalistic temper of 
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our times has almost lost sight of this fact.” — President 
Lewis W. Jones, “Liberal Education and the War,” Ben¬ 
nington College, September 13, 1942 

“[Rousseau’s] view of man in society was realistic where 
the rationalist Enlighteners had been hopelessly and pathet¬ 
ically romantic.” — Peter F. Drucker, The Future of In¬ 
dustrial Man, 203 

“. . . in the obscure detail which that [classical] taste is 
too abstract to include . . . [romanticism] finds fresh 
sources of inspiration.” — Geoffrey Scott, The Architec¬ 
ture of Humanism, 39 

“Today ... we can at least meet events with our minds 
cleared of some of the romantic garbage that kept us from 
doing clear work then.” — John Dos Passos, Preface to 
Three Soldiers, Modern Library ed., ix 

ABOUT history: 

“The romanticists turned in upon themselves . . . [and] 
‘created an east impossibly oriental . . . forests impos¬ 
sibly primeval, and periods impossibly medieval.’ ” — F. B. 
Artz, quoted in John B. Wolf, France, 146 

“The great antiquarian and novehst [Sir Walter Scott] 
showed historians that history must be living, many-col¬ 
oured, and romantic if it is to be a true mirror of the 
past. ... his Scotch novels are his best. They are the real 
truth about the land which ‘the Shirra’ knew so well. . . .” 
— G. M. Trevelyan, Clio, a Muse and other Essays, 39 
and n. 
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ABOUT WORDS: 

“Notice the amount of ‘romantic’ words, now well-known 
hacks, ‘solstice, languorous, eternal, frail, diaphanous, trem¬ 
ulous,’ which help to date the passage. ... For Man¬ 
darin prose is romantic prose and realism is the doctrine of 
the vernacular opposed to it.” — Cyril Connolly, Enemies 
of Promise, 24, 63 

“Now consider the difference between a vindictive prose¬ 
cution and a vengeful pursuit. Obviously the first phrase is 
the more rigid, technical, and prosaic, the second is the 
more vivid, romantic, and poetical. ...” — Henry Bett, 
Some Secrets of Style, 1932, 27 

ABOUT character: 

“In short, he has a romantic temper, open to all the caprices, 
the fragile ecstasies, the elegiac melancholies, the plaintive 
moodiness and the chronic low spirits that were so char¬ 
acteristic of the romanticists of his day.” — W. F. Giese, 
Sainte-Beuve, 1931, 14 

“Action is left to come, when it comes, from an impulse of 
sensibility seeming very like caprice, because Sainte-Beuve’s 
sensibility is feminine and mobile and lacks the torrential 
power of romantic passion. His nature is not roman¬ 
tic. . . — Ibid., 55-56 

“He [Havelock Ellis] was a romantic rationalist ... an 
idealogue on a heroic scale, a yearner and a throbber in 
terms of the highest intelligence.” — Bernard DeVoto, 
Saturday Revieiv of Literature, November 4, 1939, lo-i i 
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“His [W. B. Yeats’s] romantic life and thought are here re¬ 
corded as faithfully as . . . long personal knowledge of 
the poet and . . . familiarity with his work make it pos¬ 
sible. ...” — Earnest Boyd, “Romantic Ireland’s Dead and 
Gone,” New Leader, March 6, 1943 

ABOUT SYSTEMS: 

“When I was young, I was infatuated with that pessimistic 
and romantic conception of the universe which set off 
against each other life and spirit, sensuality and redemption, 
and from which art derived some most compelling ef¬ 
fects. . . .’’ — Thomas Mann, What I Believe, 193 

“The Romantic Movement represents an attempt to achieve 
the perfect consciousness of reconciled instinct and reason 
in creative intelligence or imagination.” — Hugh I’Anson 
Fausset, The Proving of Psyche, 27-28 

“Inclination and duty, sense and reason, powers which 
nature has joined together, had been artificially forced 
asunder; and it is in the reassertion of the fundamental unity 
of these fundamental opposites, in championing the rights 
of human nature in its entirety, that Schiller’s main signifi¬ 
cance lies.” — E. C. Wilm, The Philosophy of Schiller, 38 

“Romanticism [was] a liberation of the less conscious levels 
of the mind [from] . . . the rigid censorship exerted by 
our sense of what is fact and our sense of what is fitting.” 
— F. L. Lucas, Decline and Fall of the Romantic Ideal, 277 

“Romanticism devoted to social problems and ethical prob¬ 
lems as well as the problem of knowledge the widest pos- 
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sible effort.” — Oscar Ewald, Romantik und Gegen- 
'wart, 25 

ABOUT science: 

“At the same time, in the unromantic sphere of science, the 
development of biological and genetic psychology brought 
man within the system of nature.” — R. B. Perry, Shall Not 
Perish From the Earth, 76 

“And the same thing is going on all round us today. Mod¬ 
ernist movements against the tyranny of dogma, romantic 
movements in literature, in art, in theology, and now, even 
a touch of romanticism in science.” — L. P. Jacks, The 
Revolt Against Mechanism, 1934, 71 

ABOUT NEO-CLASSICISM: 

“More’s main object, presumably, is to destroy roman¬ 
ticism . . . , but in practice More’s deification of the inner 
check leads merely to another kind of romantic nostalgia.” 
— H. B. Parkes, The Pragimtic Test, 68 

“The passage, we need have no doubt, is an excellent por¬ 
trait of Mr. More. He is an incurable romantic, trying to 
extract more out of a definite thing than that thing has 
to give, and he betrays this by his continual forcing of the 
note.” — Bonamy Dobree, Modern Prose Style, 71 

“Pastiche or neo-classicism, being a dissatisfaction with the 
present and a nostalgic idealization of the past, is, of course, 
a romantic escape.” — Henry Boys, “Stravinsky,” Monthly 
Musical Record, December 1934 

“Babbitt was in love with order; he had a positively ro¬ 
mantic lack of moderation in his insistence upon it.” — 
Alfred Kazin, On Native Grounds, 297 
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III. Historical Uses and Variants 

F. GREVIL (1628): 

“Does not his Arcadian Romantics live after him?” — Life 
of Sidney, publ. 1652, 13 

ANTHONY A WOOD (1659): 

“[George Herbert] . . . was born in the sometimes most 
pleasant and romancy place in Wales called Mountgomery 
C2.st\t.” — Athenae Oxonienses, London, 1817, 5 vols., Ill, 

239 

PEPYS (1667): 

“These things are almost romantique and yet true.” — 
Diary, March 10, 1667 

SWIFT (1712): 

“Fifteen of our Society dined together under a canopy 
in an arbour at Parson’s Green last Thursday; I never saw 
any thing so fine and romantic.” — Journal to Stella, May 
31, 1712 

POPE (1735): 

“Whether the charmer sinner it or saint it. 

If folly grow romantic, I must paint it.” 

—Moral Essays, Ep. 2, 15-16 


BOSWELL (1763): 

“He took delight in hearing my description of the romantic 
seat of my ancestors.” — Life of Johnson, Oxford, 1904, 
I, 309 
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SCOTT (1829): 

“It was a step in my advance towards romantic composi¬ 
tion.” — Waverley, General Preface, Centenary Edition, 
Edinburgh, 1871, I, 10 

MACAULAY (1849): 

“To unhappy allies ... he extended his protection with a 
romantic disinterestedness.” — History of England, II, i, 199 

DAVID LIVINGSTONE (1865); 

“Marvels equal to the most romancing tales of ancient 
travelers.” — xix, 389 

THOMAS SECCOMBE (1910): 

“It is here that he is a true romancist, not for boys only, 
but also for men.” — “Charles Lever,” Encyclopaedia Bri- 
tannica, nth ed., XVI, 509b 

T. s. woTTON (1934): 

“Some of the confusion has arisen from our employment of 
the same term to express two dissimilar French words — 
‘romantique’ and ‘romanesque.’ The former word is con¬ 
fined to an artistic movement. ... For this movement 
English writers would be advised to employ the term ro¬ 
manticist, both as substantive and adjective. . . . ‘Roman¬ 
esque’ is the equivalent of our ‘romantic’ in common usage, 
and has nothing to do with art.” — Monthly Musical Rec¬ 
ord, December 1934, 220 

IV. Useful Reminders 

“Romanticism will exist in human nature as long as human 
nature itself exists. The point is (in imaginative literature) 



^^Romantic" — A Sampling of Modern Usage 229 

to adopt that form of romanticism which is the mood of 
the age,” — Thomas Hardy, Journal, November 1880. The 
Early Life of Thomas Hardy, 189 

“We hear the history of art speak of folk art and civilized 
art, of romanticism and the baroque, of classicism and 
romanticism, of idealism and realism, through all times and 
among all peoples. . . . There is need for a rigorous and 
correct definition of ‘romantic,’ ‘classic’ and similar terms 
in the history of art, just as for . . . ‘absolutism,’ ‘de¬ 
mocracy’ ... in political and civil life.” — Benedetto 
Croce, History, 1941, 266, 135 

“If there is anyone who lightly says that classicism is all 
for form and romanticism all for content and spirit, he 
may be lightly ignored. For he is holding something which 
is obviously false.” —L. Arnaud Reid, A Study in Aes¬ 
thetics, 1931, 367, 

“The most that the realist can do is to select the character 
and situations that seem to him to serve best as types of 
men and life; and his selection differs only in degree, as a 
rule, from the romanticist’s choice of material. ... At 
best, then, our terms ‘romantic’ and ‘realistic’ can only be 
vague, because they will always be relative.” — H. R. 
Steeves, Literary Aims and Art, ii 

“Just as critics, during the last thirty years, have often 
used the word ‘romantic’ as if it were a synonym for ‘senti¬ 
mental’ or ‘absurd,’ so have some living writers confused 
style with affectation and preciosity.” — Clifford Bax, “On 
style in some of the older writers,” Yale Review, 1941, 734 
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“The pioneer has usually been looked upon as a typical 
product of the American environment; but the truth is that 
he existed in the European mind before he made his ap¬ 
pearance here. Pioneering may in part be described as the 
Romantic Movement in action.” — Lewis Mumford, The 
Golden Day, 1926, 47 

“[Then] . . . commenced the great Literary Revolution 
of Europe — by teaching to each nation that the true clas¬ 
sical spirit for each, must be found in the genius of its 
own Romance.” — Edward Bulwer Lytton, “Life of Schil¬ 
ler” in Poems and Ballads of Schiller, 1844 (1890, xiii) 

“What romanticism gave the world was new life and new 
order. The formulas of some of its proponents . . . were 
of no lasting satisfaction. But no formulas have been . . . 
Order in itself has never been productive of aesthetic satis¬ 
faction. . . . The probability is that the order of the 
classicist is the order of mechanical balance; that of the ro¬ 
manticist the order of life. A living being has a kind of order 
which is spread out in time and to which no one was sen¬ 
sible before the nineteenth century.” — George Boas, “In 
Defence of Romanticism,” The Symposium, July 1931, 
382-383 

“A romanticism which includes the classical virtues is 
more necessary to the salvation of the modern Western 
world than a classicism which opposes romantic vices.” — 
Hugh rAnson Fausset, The Proving of Psyche, 317 



10. Notes and References 


I 

Page vi. WOODROW wilson. The quotation, slightly rear¬ 
ranged, comes from his address, “The Variety and Unity 
of History,” delivered at the International Congress of Arts 
and Sciences, 1904 (St. Louis, 1906, II, 17). 

Page 3. WILLIAM JAMES. When the substance of this 
chapter formed my opening lecture before the Lowell 
Institute, it was prefaced by a few words which, as they 
acknowledge a debt, it is fitting that I should insert here: 
“Ladies and Gentlemen: — Today being the eleventh of 
January, I should like to begin with a word in commemora¬ 
tion of William James, whose one hundred and first anni¬ 
versary falls on this date. To mention James here and now 
is appropriate for two reasons. In the first place, he is 
a thinker to whose work I stand greatly indebted, as will 
appear in the course of my remarks, and it enhances my 
pleasure in being here to have the opportunity of acknowl¬ 
edging my obligations to one who lived and worked among 
you, and who on two occasions stood where I now stand 
to address you. In the second place, to speak of William 
James is to plunge at once into the heart of my sub¬ 
ject. . 


• • 
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Page 3. RAOUL DE ROUSSY DE SALES, The Making of To- 
morroiv; Herbert agar, A Time for Greatness; albert 
GUERARD, The France of Tomorroiv. 

Page 8. Mr. Agar says that byron’s crying to the thun¬ 
derstorm, “A sharer in thy fierce delight, etc. . . .” is “all 
very well for a solitary poet on Lake Geneva,” but leads 
to barbaric imperialism when it becomes the mood of a 
whole nation. (A Time for Greatness, 65 ff.) This inter¬ 
pretation seems strained, though no doubt it is a sincere 
effort to document the appellation of romantic. If what 
Byron felt makes poetic sense, however, it is probably be¬ 
cause the feeling has often been experienced by others. One 
finds it recorded, for instance, by a quiet American scholar 
like the late John W. Burgess, who is hardly to be sus¬ 
pected of jingoism in consequence: “I [have] trod the 
deck of an ocean greyhound in the midst of the dread cy¬ 
clone and . . . felt that, in some sense or other, by being 
there, I was master of the tempest and of the dark waters 
lashed by it into harmless fury at my feet.” {Reminiscences, 
N. Y., 1934, 196) And imperialism in the past —that of 
Athens and Rome and Charles V — did not need Byron’s 
nature poems as a basis or an explanation. 

Page 12. The parallel between romanticism and renais¬ 
sance is fruitful in more senses than one. Not only were 
they both periods of expansion and discovery, but being 
alike periods of high and various individual achievements, 
they have been difficult to define, date, and keep within 
the limits of an abstraction. In the preface to his interesting 
monograph on The Renaissance, Professor Wallace K. 
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Ferguson calls his subject “the most intractable problem 
child of historiography” and he goes on to survey the 
several treatments it has received since Burckhardt. Any¬ 
one who feels that romanticism is the only unclassifiable 
mess in history had better read Professor Ferguson as well 
as those he cites. 

Page 13. A few names of distinguished men alive during 
the Romantic Period but who are not fully of its spirit may 
be mentioned: Cobbett, Ingres, Horne Tooke, Sidney 
Smith, Sainte-Beuve after his “conversion,” Thomas Love 
Peacock, the Younger Pitt, Malthus. It is sometimes be¬ 
lieved that GUIZOT was by temperament and conviction an 
anti-romanticist. A glance at his life and work disproves the 
error. Not only was he a student of Shakespeare and an 
historian who felt that Scott and Cooper had invented the 
proper way to write history, but as a man of sentiment (see 
the account of his courtship) and as a conservative liberal 
who wanted to consolidate the gains of the revolution 
while preventing its recurrence, he is a highly representative 
romanticist. His extraordinary powers of work are also 
characteristic, and if he appears in history as a cool and 
reserved, rather than a flamboyant figure, it is only another 
proof that romanticists are not all cast in one mold. 

Page 15. From Luther to Hitler, The History of Fascist- 
Nazi Political Philosophy, by W. M. McGovern, Boston, 
1941. See especially pp. 14, 259 If., 542, 582, 626. 

Page 17. Enchanted Wanderer, The Life of carl maria 
VON WEBER, by Lucy and Richard Poate Stebbins, N. Y., 
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1940. The statement which I quote from the jacket is based 
on a variant found on p. 106. My other quotations come in 
respective order from pp. 102-103, 14, 106, 87, 66, 41, 
34, 106, and 39. 

Page 23. ESCAPE AND CREATION. The biographers of Weber 
were right in one of their guesses — when they made 
the essence of romanticism mean “standing on the intol¬ 
erable reality” and saying, “I re-create.” Those who call 
escapist any critic of reality seem not to reflect that ac¬ 
cepting reality whole means “whatever is, is right” and 
that their own objection to the escapist would thereby 
become an inconsistency. 

Page 24. GREATNESS AND MISERY OF MAN. This is the 
theme of Article II of Pascal’s Pensees (Brunschvicg ed., 
nos. 60-183). The most obviously relevant passages, both 
from this section and from succeeding ones, are as follows; 
“Who will not wonder that our body, which a moment ago 
was hardly visible in the universe, infinitesimal in the midst 
of the whole, should now be a colossus, a world, or rather 
a whole with respect to the Nothingness which man can 
never probe . . . ? For what is man in Nature? A nothing 
with respect to the infinite, a whole with respect to Noth¬ 
ingness, a mid-point between all things and none. . . . 
Man is naturally credulous, incredulous, timid, daring . . . 
bored, unhappy. . . . [Yet] our whole dignity consists in 
thinking. Thinking makes man great. Man is but a reed, 
the weakest in nature; but he is a thinking reed. The uni¬ 
verse need not take arms to crush him; a whiff of air, a 
drop of water, suffices to destroy him. But even though 
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the universe destroy him, man is still nobler than that 
which kills him, because he knows he is being killed, and 
the superiority which the universe has over him the uni¬ 
verse never knows.” (Nos. 72, 125, 139, and 347) 

The romanticists’ sense of contradiction finds utterance 
in a manner so similar to Pascal’s that one could believe 
in direct derivation if the facts did not rather show that 
the romantic period took up Pascal late, as a confirmation of 
its own views and not as a source of them. Here are some 
instances of striking parallelism antedating Cousin’s famous 
Report on Pascal in 1842: — 

ROUSSEAU: “When I consider my state, it is with a kind of 
shudder that I find myself thrown, lost in this vast universe, 
and as if drowned in the infinity of beings. [Yet] possessing 
intelligence, I alone can survey the whole ... I can con¬ 
template the universe, lift myself up to the hand that gov¬ 
erns it; I can love the good and perform it. And I used 
to liken myself to the animals! . . . But looking then for 
my individual place within my species . . . what do I 
find? . . . confusion, disorder. The animals of the field are 
alone happy, their lord alone is wretched. . . . Man is not 
one: I will and I will not; I feel both free and slave; I see 
the good and do evil.” — “Faith of the Savoyard Vicar,” 
Emile, ed. Garnier, 317-324 

SCHILLER: “All things in heaven and earth have no value, 
no estimation, except that which my reason grants them. 
. . . But, unlucky contradiction of nature, this free and 
soaring spirit is joined to the rigid mechanical clockwork 
of a mortal body, bound up with its little necessities, yoked 
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to its miserable fate — this God is banished into a world 
of worms. . . . Wherever I look . . . how limited man 
appears! How great the distance between his aims and their 
fulfillment! — Philosophical Letters, Bohn ed., 378 

CHATEAUBRIAND: “Man, feeble in the means to hand, as well 
as in his genius, does but endlessly repeat himself.” — 
Essay on Revolutions, quoted in Maurois, Chateaubriand, 
Paris, 1938, 103 

DE quincey: “Our revolutionary age would have unsettled 
his brain [Goldsmith’s]. The colossal movements of na¬ 
tions, from within and from without; the sorrow of the 
times, which searches so deeply; the grandeur of the times, 
which aspires so loftily — these forces, acting for the last 
fifty years by secret sympathy upon all fountains of think¬ 
ing and impassioned speculation, have raised them from 
depths never visited by our fathers, into altitudes too dizzy 
for their contemplating. ...” — Life and Writings, by 
H. A. Page, N. Y., 1877, II, 284 

BYRON: “ — The dead,/ The immortal, the unbounded, the 
omnipotent,/ The overpowering mysteries of space — / 
. . . have made me/ Unfit for mortal converse . . ./ Is 
spirit like to flesh? can it fall out?/ Infinity with Immor¬ 
tality/ Jarring and turning space to misery ...” — Cain, 
A Mystery, passim 

c. M. VON WEBER: “Misery is the lot of man; never attain¬ 
ing to perfection, always discontented, at war with him¬ 
self . . . unstable yet advancing.” — quoted by 

Stebbins, op. cH., 76 
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MicKiEwicz: “Conrad Wallenrod [typifies] also the man 
of genius, the creator of a real world, and thus akin to 
God. [But] gifted with powers, he feels this world a land 
of misery.” — Polish Romantic Literature, by Julian Krzy- 
zanowski, London, 1930, 77 

CARLYLE: "'Ach Gott, when I gazed into these stars, have 
they not looked down on me as if with pity, from their 
serene spaces; like Eyes glistening with heavenly tears over 
the little lot of man! . . . What art thou that sittest whin¬ 
ing there? Thou art still Nothing, Nobody: true; but who, 
then, is Something, Somebody? — Sartor Resartus, Every¬ 
man ed., 137 

burke: “Why do I feel so differently from the Reverend 
Dr. Price . . . ? For this plain reason —because it is wamra/ 
I should; because we are so made, as to be affected . . . 
with melancholy sentiments upon the unstable condition 
of mortal prosperity, and the tremendous uncertainty of 
human greatness; because in those natural feelings we learn 
great lessons; because in events like these our passions in¬ 
struct our reason. ...” — Reflections on the Revolution 
in France, Everyman ed., 77 

GOETHE: “Then he [J. J. Ampere] has spoken no less per¬ 
ceptively of my Faust, in representing not merely the 
gloomy, dissatisfied striving of the protagonist, but likewise 
the scorn and bitter irony of Mephistopheles as parts of 
my own nature. ...” — Conversations ivith Eckermarm, 
May 3,1827 
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sgHLEiERMACHER: “What I aspire to know and make my 
own is infinite, and only in an infinite series of attempts 
can I completely fashion my own being. ... It is man’s 
peculiar pride to know that his goal is infinite, and yet 
never to halt on his way, to know that at some point on 
his journey he will be engulfed, and yet when he sees that 
point . . . [not] in any wise to slacken his pace.” — 
Soliloquies, Open Court ed., 96-97 


II 

Page 29. Among the useful and reliable volumes on 
ROUSSEAU that I have come across, I should place first: 
The Meaning of Rousseau by E. H. Wright; Jean^Jacques 
Rousseau, Moralist by C. W. Hendel; /. /. Rousseaus 
ethisches Ideal by I. Benrubi; Rousseau and Burke by 
A. M. Osborn; and the important special study by Albert 
Jansen, Rousseau als Musiker. On the interpretation of 
Rousseau’s political theory it is important to read T. H. 
Green’s Principles of Political Obligation, the essay by 
G. D. H. Cole prefixed to the Everyman edition of The 
Social Contract, and the relevant pages of G. H. Sabine’s 
History of Political Thought. 

The notion of rousseau’s posthumous “enemies” is not 
a fancy drawn from that author’s autobiography. As 
early as 1814, the year of the Bourbon restoration in 
France, Benjamin Constant reports: “I am far from join¬ 
ing the detractors of Rousseau; they are only too nu¬ 
merous in our day. A mob of underlings, who hope to 
earn fame and favor by questioning all courageous truths, 
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busy themselves in an attempt to tarnish Rousseau’s glory. 
That is but one reason the more for being cautious in blam¬ 
ing him. He was the first to make popular the sentiment of 
our rights. Generous hearts and independent souls awoke at 
his voice. But,” adds Constant with a disparaging simile that 
has since turned into praise, “what Rousseau felt strongly 
he did not always define clearly; many chapters of the 
Social Contract are worthy of the scholastic writers of the 
fifteenth century.” — De VEsprit de Conquete, Paris, 1814, 
109 n. 

The influence of rousseau on robespierre brings up the 
small but significant matter of the worship of Reason dur¬ 
ing the French Revolution. Mr. Drucker (op. cit., 191) 
makes the common enough mistake of ascribing this cult to 
Robespierre, following Rousseau’s ideas. The facts are: both 
Robespierre and Rousseau were theists, who would have 
thought the worship of Reason a form of atheism; and it 
was precisely Robespierre who abolished the Cult of Reason 
(May 7, 1794) and replaced it by the worship of the Su¬ 
preme Being. It was Pierre Chaumette — a Cordelier, not a 
Jacobin; a student of medicine, not of Rousseau’s philoso¬ 
phy; a friend of Hebert, not of Robespierre — who sup¬ 
ported the earlier creed and brought the Goddess Reason 
to the Convention in the shape of an actress. 

Page 30. Rousseau’s remaining “outside” his society, his 
“primitivism” — in the sense of imagining other possible 
human relations than those embodied in current conven¬ 
tions — is also the fruit of a long tradition. It goes back at 
least as far as Montaigne, takes in Pascal, and emerges in the 
eighteenth century as the so-called “Noble Savage” idea. 
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Clearly, then, Rousseau’s political and social theories are 
not a pathological product of unhappy infantile experi¬ 
ences. (Cf. Hendel, op. cit. viii.) More important still, 
Rousseau’s use of the Noble Savage is slight and casual com¬ 
pared to that made by his predecessors and contemporaries. 
The most cursory reading of Aphra Behn (Oroonoco), 
Lahontan {Dialogues Curieux), Montesquieu (“Histoire 
des Troglodytes,” Persian Letters, XI-XIV), Voltaire {El 
Dorado, UIngerm), Diderot {Voyage de Bougainville) 
is enough to show that a simple-minded belief in the moral 
perfection of primitive peoples was neither an invention of 
Rousseau’s nor relatively so significant a part of his thinking 
as some have pretended. After his first essay, Rousseau’s 
judgment of “artificial” society rested on what he knew 
to be a hypothesis, not an historical or anthropological fact. 
It is an effect of reason, not of travel to the south seas. One 
proof of this is that in the form Rousseau gave to it, the 
idea of natural society achieved complete divorce from the 
example of savagery and became — say in Carlyle — the 
work of “Pure Reason” — “A Naked World possible, nay 
actually exists, under the clothed one. . . . The beginning 
of all Wisdom to look fixedly on clothes till they become 
transparent.” — Sartor Resartus, Ch. X (cf. Swift’s Tale of 
a Tub, Sec. II: “If certain ermines and furs be placed in 
a certain position, we style them a Judge; and so an apt 
conjunction of lawn and black satin we entitle a Bishop.”) 

Voltaire may have been angry at what he feared was 
the overthrow of civilization at Rousseau’s hands, but he 
was no less convinced than his opponent that reform or 
revolution was imperative. He even borrowed a little of 
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Rousseau’s faith in Nature when in The Man nmth Forty 
Shillings (1767) he advocated making the air of Paris 
purer, urged men to eat less and exercise more, and advised 
women to nurse their children. — Romans, Garnier ed., 240 

Page 31. Rousseau’s view of man as primarily a feeling 
and acting creature, a view correctly interpreted as “real¬ 
istic” by Mr. Drucker {The Future of Industrial Man, 
203), is also that of Cardinal Newman: “After all, man is 
not a reasoning animal, he is a seeing, feeling, contemplat¬ 
ing, and acting animal.” (Quoted by A. Birrell, Obiter 
Dicta, 192.) Not only is this compatible with the Christian 
view, but it does not run counter to the famous proposition, 
imputed as a monstrous error to Rousseau, that man is 
naturally good. From Augustine to Aquinas, orthodoxy 
maintains the “natural” goodness of man, without denying 
the fact of evil or the need for grace. It is only with the 
doctrines of predestination that man is found evil “by 
nature” and Sin is viewed as a cause, standing as it were 
behind sinful acts. 

As for ascribing badness to man’s institutions, it is no 
paradox but an everyday experience, that the force of cus¬ 
tom can corrupt good motives and pervert its own original 
intent. The failure of the social order to reform itself, just 
because it is an established order; the powerlessness of 
“reform candidates” to lead old and complacent corporate 
bodies; the folly, in short, of decanting new wine into old 
bottles, is the perception Rousseau put into his so-called 
paradoxes. It is only when one makes a rigid abstraction of 
Man and Goodness and Evil that his position offers any dif- 
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ficulty; and it is only by ignoring both empirical and textual 
evidence that criticism can say: “There were a number of 
important differences between Rousseau and Voltaire in 
their attitude toward history and social problems. In the 
first place, Voltaire was purely intellectual and critical and 
little moved by sentiment; Rousseau was almost patho¬ 
logically emotional, sympathetic and sentimental. In the 
second place, Voltaire was realistic and practical; Rousseau 
was idealistic and Utopian.” — H. E. Barnes, A History of 
Historical Writing, Univ. Oklahoma Press, 1937, 168 

Page 33. Though the social contract is a hypothesis, the 
condition of being bereft of the contractual state is not 
unknown to mankind. The so-called “Great Fear” lasting 
from April to July during the first year of the French 
Revolution was a collective paralysis, more or less intense, 
resulting from the feeling that an old contract had run out 
and a new one had not yet been concluded. Tacitus records 
a similar instance, which produced unaccountable madness 
and violence. — History, Everyman ed., II, Ixiii, 50. (For 
putting the date of the “Great Fear” as early as April 
1789, see Madelin, French Revolution, 69) 

Page 35. In trying to harmonize the claims of the in¬ 
dividual with those of the group, Rousseau prophetically 
set the political problem in the form in which the Revolu¬ 
tion bequeathed it to the nineteenth century. Coleridge, fol¬ 
lowing Burke, but allowing for greater forward movement, 
saw the two principles conditioning progress as the his¬ 
torical force of group persistence and the individualist 
tendency to adapt forms to changing needs. Carlyle asks a 
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question having the same purport: “How, in conjunction 
with inevitable Democracy, indispensable sovereignty is 
to exist: certainly it is the hugest question ever heretofore 
propounded to Mankind! The solution of which is work 
for long years and centuries.” — Past and Present, London, 
1888, 215 

By the side of this formulation, Aristotle’s deductive 
“classical” view asserts the priority of the state, clearly 
seeing the democratic consequence if this axiom is denied: 
“in the order of nature, the state is prior to the family or 
the individual; for the whole must necessarily be prior to 
the parts . . . for if this is not so, then each individual, 
being complete in himself, will be in the same position as 
the others with respect to the whole.” — Politics, Bk. I, 
Ch. II (Bohn ed., 7) 

Page 38. MR. cole’s remark on Rousseau’s use of human 
freedom comes from his Introduction to The Social Con¬ 
tract, Everyman ed., xviii. It is interesting that in these 
days when the nature of freedom and of obligation is once 
again being discussed under the shadow of crossed swords, 
Rousseau’s endeavor to “make chains legitimate” should 
recur as a solution to these questions. The late Guglielmo 
Ferrero reintroduced the notion of legitimacy in his last 
work. The Principles of Poiver, feeling that the post- 
Napoleonic era of reconstruction offered valuable prece¬ 
dents for our use. Publicists like Mr. Walter Lippmann 
{N. Y. Herald Tribune, May 2 and 5, 1942), Mr. Peter 
Drucker, op. cit.. Professor Gaetano Salvemini {passim) 
and Mr. Boris Furlan {New Europe, October 1942) have 
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dealt with the same difficulty, but without being able to 
discover as yet any firm footing outside Rousseau’s com¬ 
bination of historic habit with popular consent. 

Page 42. BURKE. In her valuable Rousseau and Burke, 
London and N. Y., 1940, Miss Osborn leaves no doubt 
about the kinship of the two men’s philosophies: “. . . in 
spite of Burke’s scathing denunciations of Rousseau . . . 
there was no important divergence of opinion on the ques¬ 
tion of fundamental principles. Indeed, when on occasion 
Burke presents a statement of abstract principle, he gives 
the best possible phrasing of Rousseau’s doctrine.” (vii) 
In Burke, Rousseau’s two basic principles, “self-love” 
and “sympathy” (i.e. the social sense), appear as “self- 
preservation” and “society.” (Ow the Sublime and Beauti¬ 
ful, Sec. vi) Burke’s later works, culminating in his master¬ 
piece, The Reflections, express more and more fully the 
romanticist sense of life as drama, as contradiction un¬ 
plumbed by easy rationalism: “The nature of man is in¬ 
tricate; the objects of society are of the greatest possible 
complexity: and therefore no simple disposition or direc¬ 
tion of power can be suitable either to man’s nature, or 
to the quality of his affairs.” {Reflections, Everyman ed., 
59) And again: “We do not draw the lessons we might 
from history.” {Ibid., 137) “It appears to me as if I were 
in a great crisis, not of the affairs of France alone, but of 
all Europe, perhaps of more than Europe. . . . Everything 
seems out of nature in this strange chaos of levity and 
ferocity. ... In viewing this monstrous tragicomic scene, 
the most opposite passions necessarily succeed, and some- 
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times mix with each other in the mind. . . (Ibid., 8) 
Burke, like the romanticists, complains of the growing 
materialism which is a reduction of experience to “sub¬ 
stance and quantity” (Ibid., 181), and he asserts with them 
that Man is a “wonderful structure . . . whose prerogative 
it is, to be in a great degree a creature of his own making; 
and who, when made as he ought to be made, is destined 
to hold no trivial place in the creation.” (Ibid., 89) Like 
Rousseau, therefore, whom he calls an “acute though ec¬ 
centric observer,” he fears the dissociation of religion from 
society, for in setting some men over others, a common 
bond must exist to prevent a reckless exploitation of the 
ruled by the rulers. (Ibid.) Change, which Burke does not 
exclude, must be by evolution, for “the subject of our 
demolition and construction is not brick and timber, but 
sentient beings, by the sudden alteration of whose state, 
condition, and habits, multitudes may be rendered misera¬ 
ble.” (Ibid., 165) 

Page 42. Rousseau’s remarks on the need for a lawgiver, 
his imputing revolutionary outbreaks to the blindness of 
kings, and his lively sense of national tradition in forming 
individual character and re-forming institutions, are all 
to be found in his Social Contract, Everyman ed., pp. 34 
and 40. In his Considerations on the Government of Poland 
(1772) his awareness of nationality and his rejection of a 
priori planning are as conspicuous as his modesty in offering 
general suggestions and his prophetic anticipations of nine¬ 
teenth-century European developments — e.g. his warnings 
against government by finance (Burke says the same thing. 
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Reflections, 191 ff.); his recommendations to open careers 
to talent, tax incomes, and muster a citizen army; his rec¬ 
ognition of the worthlessness of treaties of guarantee and 
of the disintegrating effect of a rootless cosmopolitanism. 
He ends with a virtual forecast of Sieyes’s appeal to the 
French bourgeoisie in 1788; . . the Polish nation is 

composed of three orders — the nobles who are everything; 
the bourgeois who are nothing; and the peasants who are 
less than nothing.” — Oeuvres de Rousseau, Geneva, 1782, 
II, 269 

Page 44. HEGEL. The best short account of German po¬ 
litical theory is an essay by G. P. Gooch written in 1915 
and reprinted in his Studies in Modern History, N. Y., 
1931, 208-232. It provides a first inoculation against the 
recurrent epidemics of anti-Hegelism, though one must 
fortify the dose with a reading or re-reading of The 
Philosophy of Right and even The Phenomenology of 
Mind. In their light, the often-cited Philosophy of History, 
which is a difficult set of posthumous lecture notes, takes 
on a clearer and sounder meaning. A comprehensive view 
of this kind destroys the commonplace interpretation of 
Hegel as a Prussianizer i outrance. Having myself been 
guilty of repeating this vulgar error in a previous book, I 
am glad of the opportunity to rectify it with apologies, 
and to thank Professor Walter Dorn for the gentle reproof 
which led me to reconsider not only Hegel but the whole 
German school. It is worth noting that while our critics 
continue to write, “Thus an intellectual madman such as 
Hegel, whose system of thought led a nation to the as- 
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sumptions of Mein Kampf, etc., etc. . . .” {N. Y. Times, 
December 29, 1942) the British, despite their limited paper 
supply, are bringing out a new translation of The Philoso¬ 
phy of Right and announcing it as “particularly important 
today in view of the part Hegel’s ideas are supposed to have 
played in the development of German totalitarian theory.” 
— Blackwell’s Forthcoming Publications, Oxford, Winter 
1942 

Page 45. A good test of the public’s attitude toward 
Hegel in the middle of the last century, before imperialist 
policies had twisted a part of his doctrine to new uses, is 
the tone of somewhat timid admission with which his in¬ 
terpreters conceded that “no doubt, Hegel’s philosophy is 
liberal and progressive,” as if that were a blemish to be 
overlooked for the sake of the rest. — A. Vera, Introduction 
d la Philosophic de Hegel, Paris, 1855, 17. (See also Caird 
in The Progress of the Century, 1901, 157: “Hegel’s prin¬ 
ciple is as hostile to reaction as to revolution, and as hostile 
to an authoritative system ... as to mere individualism.”) 

Page 46. NAPOLEON as despot. Since he has been baptized 
“a child of the revolution,” Napoleon’s actual tyranny has 
been minimized, if not forgotten. But though this may be 
a proper enough perspective for a later age, the facts looked 
very different to contemporaries. Twenty years after 
Waterloo, Alphonse Karr could still define Napoleon as 
“a Corsican word meaning ‘invasion’ ” and as early as 
1818 a by no means unpatriotic Frenchman, once a coun¬ 
selor of the Emperor’s, had to admit that “since 1793, 
France must have seemed a reservoir of barbarians who 
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rushed out periodically to pillage and enslave Europe.” — 
Jean Fievee in anon. Lettre d Fievee sur Fhonneur du nom 
de Frangais, Paris, 1818, 6 

Earlier still, Wordsworth had expressed the same thing 
in language that has not lost its relevance: “It is, I allow a 
frightful spectacle — to see the prime of a vast nation pro¬ 
pelled out of their territory with the rapid sweep of a 
horde of Tartars; moving from the impulse of like savage 
instincts; and furnished at the same time, with those im¬ 
plements of physical destruction which have been pro¬ 
duced by science and civilization. Such are the motions of 
the French armies; unchecked by any thought which phi¬ 
losophy and the spirit of society, progressively humaniz¬ 
ing, have called forth. . . . These revolutionary impulses 
and these appetites of barbarous (nay, what is far worse, 
of barbarized) men are embodied in a new frame of polity 
which possesses the consistency of an ancient government 
without its embarrassments and weaknesses. And at the 
head of all is the mind of one man who acts avowedly upon 
the principle that every thing which can be done safely, 
by the supreme power of a state, may be done . . . and 
who has, at his command, the greatest part of the continent 
of Europe. . . —Convention of Cintra (1809) Oxford, 

1908, 178 

One would think the words had been written yesterday 
about Hitler, were it not that the punctuation is old- 
fashioned and that the “one man” is at the head of “French 
armies.” Modern comparisons between Napoleon and Hit¬ 
ler have favored the former because he is supposed to have 
carried equality and fraternity in his train (see D. E. Lee, 
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The World on the Way to War, Boston, 1942) but Na¬ 
poleon’s victims ssw on the contrary a combination of 
revolution and aggression made into a “new polity.” In 
the same way we tend to assume that National Socialism is 
more than a dictatorship with imperialistic motives, and 
more than a wartime extension of planned economy. Care¬ 
ful scholars point out, however, that Nazidom has properly 
speaking no theory of state, and an attentive reader of 
Mein Kampf or kindred campaign documents is surprised 
to find there the rights of men held superior to the state, 
and the state itself called a means and not an end. This 
does not prevent the would-be Caesar from scorning 
democracy as a talking shop and a decaying corpse — 
much in the manner of Napoleon. If style and coherence 
in demagogy have gone down one notch since the latter’s 
day, it is due rather to the difference in the public now 
aimed at than to any intrinsic lowering of theorizing 
power: Napoleon’s “ideas” were no more free of self-seek¬ 
ing and national egotism than those of twentieth-century 
tyrants. (See Behemoth: The Structure and Practice of 
National Socialism by Franz Neumann, N. Y., 1942.) 

Page 46. Fichte’s ultimate goal for mankind is con¬ 
veniently expressed in his most popular work. The Voca¬ 
tion of Man, Open Court ed., 120-125. In his patriotic 
addresses, Fichte did utter occasional extravagances about 
the superior merit of the Germans, their unique fitness as 
civilizers, and so on. These statements have a particularly 
ugly sound nowadays, after the fact of ruthless mass perse¬ 
cutions. But they are far from being peculiar to Fichte 
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or. to German writers generally. Each remark could be 
matched with comparable ones made by the French about 
themselves almost at any time between the age of Louis 
XIV and the World War. Before the French, it was the 
Italians and the Spaniards who had the unpleasant habit 
of considering every other people barbarous, and it is not 
so long ago that Anglo-Saxonism was rampant in English- 
speaking countries. What encouraged both this last move¬ 
ment and the earlier Germanism of Fichte was the 
generally held theory — accepted even in France by Mon¬ 
tesquieu, Guizot, and many others — that it was the 
German peoples who had brought the idea of freedom to 
European civilization. (Hence Hegel’s calling the modern 
period of general freedom Germanic.) Without this purely 
Germanic strain of liberty-loving individualism, it was 
felt, Europe would have forever been crushed under 
Roman and Catholic imperial might. Was it not Ger¬ 
many that made the Reformation, another outburst of 
free individualism? And did not Tacitus (whose Ger¬ 
mania we now scan for testimony about German ferocity) 
stress the free temper and institutions of the ancient Ger¬ 
manic tribes? 

This current of opinion, which lasted until well past the 
middle of the nineteenth century, shows how difficult it 
is to interpret national egotism such as Fichte’s, and how 
dangerous it is to assign a permanent “nature” or train of 
thought to a national group. To do so is in fact nothing 
else than retorting the race fallacy of the pan-Germanists 
upon themselves, and with about the same chance of hav¬ 
ing it true to fact. 
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Page 49. ADAM MULLER has of late been drawn out of 
his obscurity because of his contribution to the theory of 
the corporate state. In his own day, however, he made a 
relatively superficial impression. (Silz, Early German Ro¬ 
manticism, Harvard University Press, 1929, 89) It is rather 
the new protectionism of our own epoch that has turned 
attention, not merely upon Muller, but upon List, Fichte, 
Carlyle, and others who during the romantic period pro¬ 
tested against those patent evils of unchecked competition 
which might be called economic libertinism. 

One interesting feature in much of this theorizing is its 
express admiration, not for Frederick the Great or the 
Potsdam Fiihrer, but for Louis XIV’s minister, Colbert. 
The context shows, however, that political romanticism 
had made an advance over the seventeenth-century type of 
mercantilist sovereignty. It had been tinged with Burke’s 
and Rousseau’s ideas of mankind. In a very good treatment 
of the economic point. Professor G. A. Briefs concludes 
that “political Romanticism was prosecuting its war on a 
double front” — against the Revolution and against “the 
all-pervading bureaucracy of the absolute state and . . . 
the mercantile policy of that state.” — Journal of the His¬ 
tory of Ideas, June 1941, 296 (See also Ewald, Romantik 
und Gegenivart, Berlin, 1904, Part I — “Friedrich Gentz.”) 

Ill 

Page 58. PASCAL undermines the classic ideal: I say this 
on the strength of the Thoughts contained in Article I 
(Brunschvicg ed. nos. 15-59). When he defines eloquence 
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as a correspondence which the orator tries to establish 
between the head and the heart; when he says it is not 
enough that a thing be beautiful, it must be appropriate; 
when he praises his own reflections for their closeness to 
the ordinary matter of life; when he condemns as jargon 
all the “poetical beauties”; and prefers to find a man in 
a book instead of an author — he is a romanticist in letters. 
When he makes the same particularizing analysis of gov¬ 
ernment and society (Article V), he is a romanticist in 
political theory. When he urges the necessity of faith, the 
“wager” or risk involved in true belief (Article III), he is 
a romanticist in religion. I shall give further citations in 
the order in which they fit the text of my book. Meanwhile, 
I subjoin two secondary proofs of his intrinsic romanticism. 
The late Abbe Bremond wrote: “Romanticism, then, 
would not mean only Shakespeare or Victor Hugo; it 
would also mean Pascal.” (Pour le Romantisme, viii) 
This is confirmed by the frequency with which Pascal is 
called a “sickly romantic” and “a strange philosopher” in 
French anti-romantic criticism — e.g. Baron Ernest Seilliere, 
passim; Rene Lote, Les relations jranco-allemandes, Paris, 
1921, 159; Valery, Introduction i la Methode de Leonard 
de Vinci, passim. 

Page 59. Herrick’s couplet comes from the Hesperides, 
no. 991. 

Page 60. The objections and exceptions to the classic 
ORDER were not slow to appear and a list of them would 
make a long book. Those who are interested in the subject 
may consult Emile Deschanel’s four volumes, Le Roman- 
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tisme des Classiques, Paris, 1887-1891; the excellent life of 
La Fontaine by E. Pilon and F. Dauphin, prefixed to their 
edition of the Fables, Garnier ed.; UEnvers du Grand Sidcle 
by Felix Gaiffe; Koppel Pinson’s Pietism as a Factor in the 
Rise of German Nationalism; and generally the scholarly 
work of the present century upon almost any of the great 
seventeenth-century figures — e.g. Newton, Fenelon, Leib¬ 
niz, etc. 

By way of sample, I bring together a few remarks about 
two writers who are usually taken as representative of 
the “cold,” classical, social-minded rationalism of the Great 
Century: “Moliere . . . [was] . . . sensitive, indulgent, 
and tormented.” Critics of his own day “charged him with 
anarchism, atheism, and impiety ... to them he was a 
splendid or infamous revolutionary . . . [his] sense of the 
unlimited energy and possibilities of life ... [of the] 
human spirit too various to be limited by a formula . . . 
his disposition, grave and melancholy, contemplative and 
given to fits of abstraction . . . exposed [him] to criticism 
and calumny such as few men have had to sustain.” — 
John Palmer, Moliere: His Life and Works, London, 1930, 
199, 413 ff. 

Of PIERRE BAYLE, the author of the famous Historical and 
Critical Dictionary that furnished so many telling argu¬ 
ments to the eighteenth-century philosophes, a student of 
his letters says that he was “out of sympathy with the 
classic ideal” and she quotes his opinion of the contempo¬ 
rary dramatist and satirical writer, Cyrano de Bergerac: 
“I love to see him take the bit in his teeth in a book and 
run without let or hindrance over hill and dale.” (Letter 
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to Minutoli, February lo, 1674, in Ruth Cowdrick, The 
Early Reading of Bayle, Scottdale, Pennsylvania, 1939, 
28 n., 29) Bayle naturally took the side of the “moderns” 
in the famous quarrel which rent the republic of European 
letters and finally broke the dictatorship of the Academies. 
On the history of this confused debate (Bayle said of it, 
“no one answers Perrault [the leader of the moderns], they 
declaim at him”) the standard work is by Hubert Gillot, 
La Querelle des Anciens et des Modernes en France, Paris, 
1914. Gillot makes the interesting point that those whom 
we call the great classicists — Moliere, Racine, La Fontaine, 
La Bruyere — used the authority of the ancients to defend 
themselves and their innovations against unceasing attacks 
from two opposite quarters: the objectors to their “rough¬ 
ness and irregularity” and the objectors to their “smooth¬ 
ness and gallantry.” As Mr. Palmer finds himself doing with 
Moliere, M. Gillot speaks of them as “the revolutionary 
minority of the great classics.” (Op. cit., 369) 

Page 60. LA Fontaine’s love of nature is not only recorded 
in his biography and in the careless way he discharged his 
office of forester, but it creeps out in his verse, with not 
unexpected associations: — 

J’aime le jeu, Tamour, les livres, la musique. 

La ville et la campagyie, enfin tout; il n^est rien 
Qui ne me soit souverain bien, 

Jusqu^au sombre plaisir d’un coeur melancolique. 

— Psyche (1669) 

While on the subject of seventeenth-century pleasures, it 
may be apt to refer once again to Pascal’s judgment: “The 
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king is surrounded by men whose only thought is to enter¬ 
tain him and keep him from thinking about himself. . . . 
This is all that men have been able to invent in order to be 
happy, and those who affect to be philosophical on the 
subject and who think it unreasonable to spend the day 
running after a hare which no one would even buy, are 
hardly acquainted with human nature. The hare could not 
keep away from us the sight of death and misery, but hunt¬ 
ing takes our mind off it and does keep it away.” (No. 139) 

Page 61. In addition to Boileau’s Prefaces, one could cite 
as moderately egotistical his several addresses to the King 
in the form of Satires or Epistles, of which the theme is: 

Va, la foudre a la main^ retablir requite, 

. . . Moi, la plume a la main, je gourmande les vices. 

— Discours m Roi ( 1665 ) 

Elsewhere, despite the formal imitation of Horace and the 
suggestion that Louis is Augustus, Boileau declares that 
he is striding forward boldly, guided only by himself. 

The fact is that the artistic temperament has a certain 
constancy of pride and self-assertiveness throughout the 
ages, which the conditions of classicism only obscured. 
These conditions, in turn, are closer than we think to those 
we have been familiar with since the control of culture by 
totalitarian governments. In seventeenth-century France, 
the dictatorial spirit emanated from Colbert, who held the 
purse-strings. One must read the Conferences de FAca- 
demie Roy ale (ed. A. Felibien, London, 1705; A. Fontaine, 
Paris, 1903) and the history of the French Academy both 
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at Paris and at Rome (H. Lapauze, Paris, 1924; and A. 
Montaiglon, Memoires . . . , froces-Verbaux . . . and 
Correspondmce des Directeurs . . . Paris, 1853 ff.) to be¬ 
come aware of the unflagging and ruthless zeal with which 
the state used its power to produce — what? The dullest 
school of French painting and the most sterile debates on 
style. The efforts of the plastic artists to prove to one an¬ 
other that their work conformed to the ideas of Vitruvius 
and the practice of the ancients — none of whose works 
were extant — were equally pathetic and futile. Meantime 
they neglected their duties as teachers of the young to such 
a degree that the students organized a revolt, charging the 
Academy with inefficiency and lack of practicality. The 
leaders of the insurgent youths were exiled, their followers 
given an opportunity to recant, and the academicians ef¬ 
fected a few reforms. (Montaiglon, Proces Verbaiix, I, 
197-203) 

But until the end of the reign the heavy hand of lebrun 
controlled the subject matter, execution, and reward of 
all the work done at the capital. Outside his scope there was 
only exile or voluntary obscurity. Within it, there was the 
orthodox “manner,” which thought it had freed art from 
“gothic barbarism.” It consisted in exalting “line,” scorning 
color as “impure,” and cramming canvases with “strictly 
correct” historical figures, whose poses were based on an 
official psycho-physical guide to the emotions prepared by 
Lebrun himself. Only after his death did the growing band 
of “modems,” proclaiming Rubens as their master, make 
enough headway to vindicate color and show its organic 
relation to drawing. By then, taste in subject matter had 
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also changed and the Regency had given vogue to the 
mondain style we associate with the eighteenth century. 

Page 65. PENSION SYSTEM. The Abbe Huet’s remarks, 
taken from his Discours de reception cl FAcademie, are 
quoted in J. F. Thenard, Les Maximes de la Rochefoucauld, 
Introd., 26. On the whole national system, of which the 
control of art was an important division, one should read 
C. W. Cole, Colbert and a Century of French Mercantilism, 
N. Y., 1939, 2 vols. 

Page 66. In addition to the long novels like The Great 
Cyrus, which, incidentally, was read by both Bayle and 
Pascal, there developed a bourgeois school of fiction, un¬ 
fashionable and somewhat dull; and out of it, what might 
be termed a naturalistic school known as the '‘'genre pois- 
sard,” with a special vocabulary, setting, and morality. Its 
native vulgarity appealed by contrast to the refined eight¬ 
eenth-century taste, at the very time when overdelicate 
criticism was finding Moliere too coarse in his buffoonery. 
— A. Chevalier, Molihe et la comedie de caractere, 6 

Page 67. DR. Johnson’s misfortunes are so described by 
Augustine Birrell, Obiter Dicta, 120-121, but the critic is 
by no means hostile. He exemplifies on the contrary the 
very qualities for which he so fittingly praises Johnson: “his 
equable knowledge of human infirmities, at which he 
neither storms, sneers, nor chuckles as he records them.” 
(Ibid.) 

Page 68. classicism and renaissance. The break which 
the classicists were proud of making with the past took 
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them back to the mood of the Renaissance humanists. For 
instance, Raphael was praised for “having cured our minds 
of the disease found in the gothic and barbarous style of 
art, a style which before Raphael had held sway for over a 
thousand years, from the time when the fine arts were 
buried under the ruins of the Roman Empire.” (Fontaine, 
Conferences incites de fAcademic, 93) This skipping 
over the centuries is hardly being “traditional” in any 
tolerable sense. Indeed, the saving virtue of both the 
Renaissance and the later Classicism was that they were 
quite incapable of recovering the antique manner with 
literalness. In attempting it, the Renaissance mrned out 
to be a romantic movement full of individual diversity, and 
Classicism an equally original movement reacting against 
Renaissance individualism and aiming at uniformity. 
(Hauser et Renaudet, Les debuts de Pdge moderne, i; 
F. P. Chambers, Cycles of Taste, 116-117) 

When the facts are closely examined, it becomes apparent 
that there is no such thing as an esthetic of classicism. There 
is instead a well-defined attitude, a language — I would even 
say a pose, taking the word in a neutral sense and implying 
no disapproval. WTiether one turns to Boileau’s Art Poetique 
and commentary on Longinus, or to Dryden’s prefaces, 
Roscommon’s Horace, or Addison’s Account of the Great¬ 
est English Poets ^ (1694), one finds the same respect for 
the same generalities, but hardly anything more than 
truisms. All these writers speak of the “improvement and 

^ In these few hundred lines Shakespeare is not mentioned. Cowley is 
called “a mighty genius,” and Spenser, who “amused a barbarous age . . . 
can charm an understanding age no more.” 



Notes and References 259 

refinement” of their speech over that of the previous age, 
of “harmonious numbers,” of “art calling imagination to 
the aid of reason,” of “charm and correctness”; and they 
all praise living authors by comparing them with Pindar 
or Vergil; but there is nothing so direct as even the simple 
romantic formula of “uniting the sublime and the gro¬ 
tesque.” 

Apart from the meters chosen for the several genres on 
the basis of vague similarity with ancient usage, the classic 
technique consists entirely in the so-called Aristotelian 
unities of the drama and the practice of abstraction and 
generality. By this I mean what Pope did in transcribing 
Chaucer (whom Addison had called “rusty”). Where 
Chaucer writes, “the garden,” Pope has “this charming 
place”; “the well”: “a crystal fountain”; “a laurel always 
green”: “verdant laurels.” There is nothing wrong with 
Pope’s words except the fact that he would have used them 
for any garden, well, or fountain; just as Racine and his 
contemporaries called a woman’s beauty “fattrait de ses 
charmes,” which made her automatically become to the 
lover ^'Pobjet de ses feux.” 

Even the broad, directing principles — or perhaps the 
critics who administered them — were inconsistent. Some¬ 
times they followed Longinus in preferring the sublime but 
unequal to the mediocre perfection; at other times, perfec¬ 
tion and proportion were put above “wild genius marred by 
unevenness.” Often the critic assures us that native gifts 
and inspiration are needed for the highest poetry; at other 
times he guarantees the efficacy of the rules and utters 
enormities like these: “Godeau to my mind excels in saying 
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well the trivial things {les petites chases] and that is how 
he comes closest to the ancients, whom I admire especially 
in this regard.” (Boileau, quoted by Bremond, op. cit., 23) 
One need hardly add that men such as Moliere and La 
Fontaine always insisted on the priority of meaning over 
rules. In an argument with Racine, Moliere is reported to 
have said: “Regularity must always be sacrificed to expres¬ 
sive truth; art itself must teach us to free ourselves from 
the rules of art.” (Taschereau, Histoire de Moliere, 127) 
Boileau reworded this precept in feebler fashion in his 
Art Poetique (Bk. IV) but he was not really in sympathy 
with Moliere, whom he criticized in the same work for 
having been “too much a friend of the people” and having 
neglected “the agreeable and the refined” in favor of 
“grimaces and slapstick.” It is accordingly a paradox, in¬ 
vented by French neo-classic criticism in the 1890’s, that 
Moliere, La Fontaine, and Racine only produced their best 
work under the control of Boileau’s classic ideal and per¬ 
sonal advice. 

Page 69. The cost of authoritarianism. Gillot, tracing 
the development of academic control over French art, says: 
“Let us not forget the make-believe in this grandiose unity 
which was accomplished by the will of the ruling power; 
nor the servitude, the constraint, the sacrifices, by means 
of which the subordination of the individual to authority 
was purchased. . . . Behind the imposing order of the 
fagade raged dissension and schism.” (Op. cit., 203, 366) 
And Mr. P. W. Wilson, summarizing one part of Professor 
Cole’s work on Colbert, says: “No Hitler and no Mussolini 
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has begun as yet to improvise a system of authoritarian 
control so absolute and so inclusive as the majestic regime 
into which every activity of a highly civilized France was 
absorbed. ...” — N. Y. Times Book Review, September 
17. 1939. 9 

Page 70. The charioteer myth is in the Phaedrus, 54, 
which has other interesting connections with the classicist 
outlook: the definability of essences, the discrediting of 
poetry in comparison with science, and Socrates’ convic¬ 
tion that “fields and trees teach me nothing; men in the city 
do.” This does not mean that Plato’s idea of man was con¬ 
fined to this formula. He wrote more than one dialogue and 
invented more than one myth. 

Page 71. Spinoza’s view of the emotions is set forth in 
the fourth book of his Ethics. Proposition VII states: “An 
emotion can neither be hindered nor removed save by a 
contrary emotion and one stronger in checking emotion.” 
His basic definition is: “An emotion, insofar as it has refer¬ 
ence to the mind, is an idea wherewith the mind afBrms 
a greater or less force of existing of its body than before.” 
Hence the mind is subject to passions in the degree to which 
its ideas are inadequate. But there is no doubt about the 
place of desire or love among the passions: it is the very 
essence of man. In saying that Spinoza was neglected by 
the classicists, I should except La Fontaine, who vainly 
tried to thrust the Ethics upon his own friends with the 
famous question, '^AveTrVOUS lu Baruch?” 

There were, of course, numerous other opponents of 
the prevailing theory of Reason Dominant. Swift was one. 
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(R. Quintana, Mind and Art of Sivift, 51) Another seven¬ 
teenth-century writer, quoted but unnamed by Sir Henry 
Newbolt, asked: “Who has taught you to cast away Pas¬ 
sion, an’t please you, like the Bran, and work up Reason 
as pure as the Flower of your Cake?” {Studies Green and 
Gray, 1926, 119) By Pope’s time, a halfway theory of the 
relation between feeling and reason had become current. 
It supposed, first, that each human temperament is the prod¬ 
uct of one “master passion,” and second, that in some in¬ 
direct way, evil motives produce socially acceptable virtues, 
“As fruits, ungrateful to the planter’s care/ On savage 
stocks inserted, learn to bear.” — Pope, Essay on Man, II, 
181 ff. 

Page 73. blake’s sentences about energy, soul, and body 
come from The Marriage of Heaven and Hell, foetry and 
Prose, Keynes ed., 19 1; pascal’s about the dignity of man 
consisting in Thought are in Article II, op. cit., no. 146. 
A further comment of his on the “classic” idea of emotional 
serenity is in point here: “To tell a man that he must live 
in repose is to tell him that he must be happy; it is to counsel 
him to adopt an altogether happy condition, which he can 
then consider at his leisure and find in nowise distress¬ 
ing . . . : it is to understand nothing of man’s nature.” — 
Ibid., no. 139 

Page 74. Descartes’s Treatise on the Passions concludes: 
“And now we see that they are all good by nature and that 
we have nothing to avoid save their misuse or their excess, 
against which the remedies I have explained will suffice 
for anyone who takes care to apply them . . . practicing 
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the separation, within himself, of the motions of the blood 
and animal spirits, from the ideas to which they are in the 
habit of being Joined.” {Oeuvres Choisies, Garnier ed., 
II, no) 

One should set down side by side with the above Rous¬ 
seau’s “romantic” conclusions; “It is an error to distinguish 
between allowable passions and forbidden passions, with a 
view to giving oneself up to the former and denying oneself 
to the latter. All are good when one is master of them; all 
are bad when one is enslaved by them. . . .” {Oeuvres 
Completes, 1793, Vol. 36, 113) Rousseau goes on in a vein 
reminiscent of Pascal and Spinoza and suggestive of Burke: 
“The human understanding owes much to the passions, and 
they, as everyone admits, also owe much to it; it is through 
the activity of the passions that our reason perfects itself; 
we seek to know only because we desire to enjoy. . . . 
But how is it possible to repress a passion, even the feeblest, 
when it has nothing to counteract it? . . . The only check 
on the passions lies in other passions. . . . Only fiery souls 
know how to strive and conquer; all great effort, all sub¬ 
lime deeds are their work. Cold reason has never done 
anything illustrious, and triumph over passion comes only 
from opposing one to another. . . . The true philosopher 
is not less subject to his feelings than another, but he 
knows how to conquer them. Just as a pilot sails with a 
contrary wind.” {Ibid., 115) 

So much has been made of Rousseau’s statement that 
“the man who thinks is a depraved animal,” that it is worth 
restating, with a clue to its obvious meaning: when re¬ 
flection succeeds to instinct, the animal’s non-moral con- 
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duct is replaced by the human being’s power for evil. Far 
from being an enemy of thought, Rousseau says: “All other 
things equal, he who thinks best is most nearly happy. 
Thinking means discovering the true relations among things 
and drawing from them a knowledge of the truth. . . . 
Thus the art of thought is the art of becoming as happy 
as lies in our power; and this depends upon ourselves in 
far greater degree than is usually believed.” (Traite ele- 
mentaire de Sphere, Oeuvres Inedites (1861) I, 192) 
Finally, here is Rousseau’s criticism of rationalist ethics: 
“It is imagined that the first law is the desire to be happy; 
this is a mistake. The idea of happiness is very complex 
. . . for our passions arise from momentary feelings quite 
independently of our reason. They are developed with the 
aid of reason, but the wish exists before reason — according 
to what principle? I repeat: the law of survival. Whatever 
seems to extend or strengthen our existence pleases us; 
whatever seems to destroy or diminish it afflicts us. The 
great error . . . has always been to mistake man for an 
essentially reasonable creature, when he is only a feeling 
creature who follows his passions in order to act, and 
uses his reason only to palliate the follies that they make 
him commit.” — Oeuvres Inedites (1861): Pensees deta- 
chees, II, 356-357 

Page 75. By diderot’s time, the analysis of feeling had 
once again become a subject for subtlety. It was the cen¬ 
tury of Richardson (whom Diderot eulogizes as a “great 
poet of the human heart”), of Marivaux, Sterne, the Abb^ 
Prevost, and the sensitive poets. Gray, Collins, and Cowper. 
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Diderot distinguished in excellent pre-romantic fashion; 
“Being sensitive is one thing, being able to feel is another. 
The one is a matter of soul, the second is a matter of judg¬ 
ment. The former takes in, but is incapable of rendering.” 
(Paradoxe sur le Comedien, [1773-1778, published 1830], 
Oeuvres Choisies, Garnier ed., II, 313) It is this “rendering” 
that marks the difference between Diderot’s century and 
the next. 

Even during the first flush of classical power, a hundred 
years before Diderot, poets had not been wanting who dis¬ 
puted Boileau’s dictum about clear thought producing clear 
words. These men had been forced to express genuine but 
indefinite feelings by the phrase “je ne sais quoi." It served 
to describe love, melancholy, religious emotion, and even 
the charm of natural scenes. By 1749, Voltaire himself had 
not greatly improved on this strangled utterance. In his 
pleasant comedy, Nanine, the hero, Comte d’Olban, is a 
“natural” man, simple and independent in his ways, who is 
also described as having sombre, embarrasse, reveurT 
When reproved for his lack of display, he says: ‘%’eclat 
vous plait; vous mettez la grandeur/Dans les blasons; je 
la veux dans le cceur. . . . L’usage est fait pour le mepris 
du sage/ Je me conforme i ses ordres genants/ Pour mes 
habits, non pour mes sentiments./ II faut etre homme et 
$une oLme sensee/ Avoir i soi ses goUts et sa pensee/' (III, 
6; I, i) The practical Voltaire — cynical in the eyes of 
some — is here shown on the side of Moliere’s Alceste, or 
nearly: to declare that custom can be despised by the 
philosopher, who must conform as to clothes but not as to 
his thoughts and his “heart,” is to flout society if not com- 
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mon reason. Yet the d^une dme sensee makes sure that 
no real revolution in manners shall occur. 

This conflict between the old and the new in the second 
half of the eighteenth century took many forms. Diderot 
expressed its artistic meaning very prettily in a dialogue in 
which the Cuckoo and the Nightingale represent Method 
and Genius respectively. The Ass is brought in to judge and 
he finds the nightingale “bizarre, incoherent, and confused,” 
the cuckoo far more melodic, because, as that bird says of 
himself, he utters “few things, but they are things of weight 
and order, and people retain them.” We shall follow the 
symbolic nightingale through its triumph in romanticism 
(“daring modulations . . . fresh and most delicate melo¬ 
dies . . . tender, glad, brilliant, pathetic,” says Diderot) 
to its use in the twentieth century as the sign of beauty 
crushed by reality (T. S. Eliot, Sweeney among the Night¬ 
ingales; Auric on Satie’s Parade: see below, p. 311). 

The same indecision of the pre-romantics is reflected even 
more directly in Sir Joshua Reynolds’s Fifteen Discourses 
on Art. These have for us the advantage of having been 
delivered quasi-annually before the Royal Academy from 
1769 to 1790, so that the reader can trace the gradual change 
of the artist’s principles from faith in academic Reason to 
an almost pathetic uncertainty. Like the French classicists, 
his beginning is in Raphael, but he wants the last name 
uttered by him in public to be Michelangelo’s. At first he 
thinks art can be taught; later there are no rules. “Practice 
will be rewarded” he promises at the start; at the end he 
speaks of meeting a student long ago at the French Acad¬ 
emy at Rome, who had acquired every quality, but who 
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had “a narrow idea of nature” and did not suffer “his 
taste and feelings, and I may add even his prejudices to 
have fair play.” (Everyman ed., 249) Such were the un¬ 
happy contradictions that Blake could not understand and 
therefore excoriated in his famous Marginalia. 

Page 76. The biological revolution was prepared by 
the explorations of the seventeenth- and eighteenth-cen¬ 
tury travelers, Galland, Chardin, Cook, Bougainville, La 
Perouse, and others, from whom not only men of science 
but men of letters derived the knowledge which changed 
the outlook of Europe in the next century. A writer to 
whom Diderot, Goethe, and the two Darwins (grandfather 
and grandson) were indebted — Buffon — was himself de¬ 
pendent upon the reports of travelers for the materials of 
his great work, as influential as the Encyclopaedia — the 
Natural History. But it was to his genius alone that he owed 
the sense of what the new facts portended. “The true main¬ 
spring of our existence,” he wrote in 1749, “lies not in 
those muscles, veins, and arteries and nerves, which have 
been described with so much minuteness; it is to be found 
in the more hidden forces which are not bounden by the 
gross mechanical laws which we would fain set over them.” 
{Histoire Naturelle, II, 486) 

This vitalist note sounded again in his remarks upon the 
literary art, where his canons are almost those of the next 
age: “Style is the man himself,” he says, and he defines it as 
not merely order but movement in one’s ideas. It is true he 
put prose higher than poetry, but the judgment was a 
sound one in an age when prose possessed all the vitality that 
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had gone out of poetry. (See Vte d’Haussonville, Le Salon 
de Mme. Necker, I, 321-322) 

Page 77. On LESSING AND SPINOZA, sce in addition to 
Jacobi’s Works, K. Rehorn, Lessings Stellung zur Philoso- 
phie des Spinozas, Frankfurt a. M., 1877, pp. 50 ff. and 
H. Gonzebach, Lessings Gottesbegriff, Leipzig, 1940, pp. 
23-24 

Page 79. pascal’s “You are embarked” is in the midst of 
his argument proving the necessity of the wager. 
(Thoughts, no. 233) It should be unnecessary to repeat that 
Pascal’s way of resolving his own dilemmas does not affect 
their validity apart from that resolution. An ascetic and a 
mystic has the right to record his observations and to have 
them tested by the same standards as if he were a sceptical 
epicurean. It seems, moreover, that Pascal’s alienation from 
worldly things has been somewhat exaggerated: we find 
him, as late as the year before his death, having scientific 
conversations with Huygens. In any event, the “wager” is 
capable of a secular meaning, which indeed many unor¬ 
thodox romanticists gave it when they spoke of the infinite 
task that man must face with finite powers. Pascal himself 
says: “We know there is an infinite but are ignorant of its 
nature.” (Ibid.) It would be too much to say that he him¬ 
self foresees the possibility that man’s merit lies more in 
the search than in reaching the goal, yet that is a tenable 
secondary meaning of the “wager.” For Lessing and many 
romantics such as Goethe, it became the primary meaning 
because God was pantheistically distributed throughout 
life. 



Notes and References 269 

An important question regarding the change from a 
universe with fixed spiritual orbits to one characterized by 
novelty and unpredictable movement is raised by Pascal’s 
denouncing Descartes somewhat as Kant later denounced 
Leibniz. For on reading the two discarded philosophers, 
one finds their views of will, energy, and movement far 
less “rationalistic” than appears compatible with their 
doctrine as commonly understood. I suggest that what we 
call their doctrine is an emphatic selection from the whole, 
made by their disciples: in other words, Cartesianism and 
the Wolfian interpretation of Leibniz are closer to the 
classical spirit than Descartes and Leibniz themselves. The 
former’s dualism, for instance, was originally bridged by his 
doctrine of the will, through which, from the point of view 
of sensation, body and soul are felt as one. {Letters to the 
Princess Elizabeth) Similarly, the atomism and mechanism 
of Leibniz are given a very different complexion when 
his ethics — almost Rousseauist and Nietzschean in implica¬ 
tion — is harmonized with his metaphysics. If valid, the 
point would help support the general proposition that the 
classic ideal is found at its purest in mediocrity — whether 
literary, philosophical, or artistic. 

Page 80. Racine’s song is the third of his Cantiques 
Spirituels. The note referring to the King and Mme. de 
Maintenon is given by P. Crouzet, Thedtre Choisi de 
Racine, io6i ». We know that the reawakening of Racine’s 
religious emotions and his scruples about following the life 
of the court came in middle life, after unsuccessful battle 
with his enemies. Boileau’s more mundane disenchantment 
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with classic reason came later. It was near the end of his 
days that he is reported to have said, “Descartes’s philosophy 
has cut the throat of poetry.” (P. Stapfer, Racine et Victor 
Hugo, 59) 

IV 

Page 81. ROMANTICISM IS REALISM. A well-knowti stu¬ 
dent of English literature, speaking of the ninth century, 
makes the same point; “The note of this Romance literature 
is that it was actual, modern, realistic, at a time when classi¬ 
cal literature had become a remote convention of booldsh 
culture.” (Sir W. Raleigh, Romance, 25) Another scholar, 
speaking of rousseau’s alleged unreality, suggests an even 
more important truth: “In a sense, therefore, even the 
Vicaire Savoyard was right when he tried to prove the 
existence of God by pointing to sublime mountain scenery; 
certainly as right as one who points to sublime tradition, to 
the order of seventeenth-century France, to the discipline 
of the thirteenth century. ... As a matter of cold fact, the 
Vicar-was perhaps a bit more realistic than his twentieth- 
century critics. For he had at least his mountain valley be¬ 
fore him; they have merely their fanciful reconstruction of 
the past.” (George Boas, “In Defence of Romanticism,” 
Symposium, 1931, 376) 

Two critical statements must serve to introduce the 
further evidence: One is Blake’s reiterated statement that 
“to Generalize is to be an Idiot. To Particularize is the 
Alone Distinction of Merit.” (Op. cit., 977) Blake’s tone of 
invective should not detract from the wide applicability 
of his esthetic faith. At the opposite intellectual pole, we 
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find the nineteenth-century academic historian, Auguste 
Trognon, saying of his own period: “We have come to feel 
extreme distaste for systems and a lively affection for facts. 
. . . Local color serves not only to arouse dramatic inter¬ 
est but to make intelligible the bearing of facts.” {Etudes 
sur r His wire de France, 1822, 6, 9) 

Page 82. In describing the “romantic revolt” it is usual to 
name authors exemplifying the previous, decadent classicism 
and to animadvert against their emptiness; it is less usual to 
quote them, but I feel a few examples would do no harm and 
might give an appropriate “realistic” concreteness to the 
propositions advanced in the text. Here are two Frenchmen 
dealing with Shakespeare: “Writers have been mentioned 
who are supposed to have been successful without knowing 
or observing the rules of the art, such as Dante, Shakespeare, 
Milton, and others. To say this is to express oneself very 
incorrectly. Dante and Milton knew the ancients, and if 
they have acquired a reputation with monstrous works, 
it is because there are in these monsters a few beautiful 
parts executed according to the right principles. They 
lacked a general conception of the whole; but their genius 
supplied some details in which the sense of beauty is pres¬ 
ent; and the rules are nothing but this sense reduced to a 
method.” (La Harpe, Lycee, 1799, § i) 

Now for verse from the most famous poet between Vol¬ 
taire and the romantics: — 

Qtiels que soient les exch de leurs divisions 
Le talent reunit toutes les nations] 

En vain Londre et Paris, orgueilleuses rivales 
Prolongent sur les mers leurs discordes fatales: 
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Je ne t^oublierai pointy toi, dont le noir pinceau 
Traga des grands malheurs le terrible tableau^ 

Qui de sombres couleurs rembrunissant la scene, 

D^une robe sanglante habillas Melpomene. . . . 

Ton sceptre est un poigTiard, un cypres ta courorme. 

La nature pour toi riest qu'un vaste cercueil 
Que parcourent Veffroi, la douleur et le deuil. 

— Delille, Ulmagination, Poeme en 8 Chants, V, 

Oeuvres, IX, 22 

The “thou” with a “black brush” to whom “all nature is 
a coffin” is none other than Shakespeare. But about this time 
Shakespeare’s scepter (which Delille likens to a dagger) 
had been handed down to a meager laureate named Pye. 
This is the opening of his Alfred, an Epic Poem in Six 
Books: — 

While, with unequal verse, I venturous sing 
The toils and perils of a patriot King; 

Struggling through war, and adverse fate, to place 
Britannia^s throne on Virtue’s solid base: 

Guardian and glory of the British Isles, 

Immortal Freedom! give thy favoring smiles. . . . 

So, on my ruder lays, auspicious shine. 

And make immortal, verse as mean as mine. 

At a comparable tirhe, Gottsched ruled the German 
literary world with his satires and critiques imitated from 
the French. He was so faithful an imitator that Voltaire 
acknowledged “Monsieur Gottsched” as the only German 
wit, and so fanatical that he fought for the rules “even at 
the expense of contents.” 

Page 83. The effectiveness of the new realism practised 
by the romantics can be gauged from the objections they 
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incurred. Gifford called Hazlitt’s wonderfully flexible and 
colloquial prose “broken English”; Fenimore Cooper wrote 
to Scott, “One frothy gentleman (French) denounced you 
in my presence as having a low, vulgar style, very much 
such an one as characterized the pen of Shakespeare!” 
(Scott’s Journalj II, 109 n.) Balzac, Hugo, Burns, Words¬ 
worth, were similarly accused of making use of bad lan¬ 
guage and worse subjects, while young Landor retorted 
on his accusers by saying that the new generation was 
sweeping into the lumber room “the frippery of Gibbon” 
and the “inflexible plush that overloaded the distorted 
muscles of Johnson.” (O. Heseltine, Corwersation^ 129) 
This was bravado, but modern philologists acknowledge 
our debt to the romantics for the great quantity of common 
words which they rehabilitated. The need for them was 
real. A true admirer of Thomas Jefferson and the Declara¬ 
tion of Independence points out that in the last paragraph of 
the original draft, Jefferson denounced slavery, but that the 
eighteenth-century style that had perfectly answered in 
earlier portions failed there because “we do not see 
George III repealing a statute of South Carolina in order 
that Sambo may be sold at the port of Charleston. No, 
the Christian King wages ‘cruel war against human nature’ 
. . .’’ — Carl Becker, Declaration of Independence, 214- 

Page 83. The question of the romantics’ attitude to 
GREECE deserves a whole book, which should be based on 
some of the excellent monographs already extant. (B. H. 
Stern, Harry Levin, Stephen Larrabee) It is not enough to 
say that Greece was remade according to a new fancy. The 
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Greece of the romantics war used, often quite consciously, 
for purposes of their own; it was a treasury of vivid and 
varied history and art, and no longer a set of uniform 
perfections. For one thing, Winckelmann and others had 
studied anew the documents and remains; and for another, 
many — if not most — of the romantics went to the Near 
East and saw its shape and color with their own eyes. It is 
therefore not true to say that their Grecian dream was 
baseless, particularly when we compare it with what had 
preceded it in the European imagination; nor is it misleading 
to affirm that the romantics wholly discarded the Graeco- 
Roman cliches that had served since the Renaissance. See 
for example — in addition to romantic painting — Goethe’s 
use of a new side of Greek mythology in Faust II and 
Hugo’s description of “Thessaly in the time of Aeschylus” 
in the Preface to Les Burgraves. 

Page 84. hume’s observations upon art come from his 
essay on “Simplicity and Refinement in Writing,” Green 
and Grose ed., I, 240, 241 

Page 86. scott. It may re-enforce his case to quote what 
Leslie Stephen, always suspicious of romanticism, says of 
him: “. . . though called a romantic, [he] is as much 
a naturalist in his descriptions of Dandie Dinmont or Edie 
Ochiltree as George Eliot in her Adam Bede or TuUiver.” 
(George Eliot, 110) As for the mood of knighthood, hear 
the master himself: “Ballantyne blames the Ossianic mo¬ 
notony of my principal characters. Now they are not Os¬ 
sianic. The language of the Ossianic poetry is highly figur¬ 
ative; that of the knights of chivalry may be monotonous 
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and probably is. . . . Sooth to say, this species of romance 
of chivalry is an exhaustible subject. It affords materials 
for splendid description for once or twice, but they are too 
unnatural and formal to bear repetition.” — Journal, II, 
122-123 

Page 87. Mr. Trilling’s words on shelley come from the 
Neto 'Republic, May 5, 1941, 637. Dowden’s notion that 
Shelley could not think for himself is repeated in The 
French Revolution and English Literature, 1897, 50; and 
the still more common belief that Shelley had no sense 
of fact reappears, with less excuse, throughout Mr. Lascelles 
Abercrombie’s Romanticism, London, 1926. 

Page 89. FORM IN ROMANTIC ART. There are, curiously 
enough, two contradictory cliches about romanticism and 
form. One is that the art of the period is formless; the 
other is that it is nothing but form. Mr. L. A. Reid, quoted 
above, p. 229, makes short shiift of the former idea; Mr. 
F. P. Chambers, in his valuable but incomplete History of 
Taste, 1932, 178-180, shows the metaphysical sense in 
which romantic art is “the discovery of pure form.” *On the 
plane of craftsmanship, both extreme positions are un¬ 
true; but their currency can be explained by the fact that to 
this day no satisfactory account of what artistic form really 
is has been given. As Pascal said of poetic beauty, “on ne 
sait pas ce que c’esH' Goethe’s remark that “form is some¬ 
thing mobile, something becoming, something passing” ap¬ 
plies to nature, and particularly to plants, whose meta¬ 
morphosis he is describing in a scientific work of that 
name: so it is not to be taken as showing the romantics’ 
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contempt for order in art. The most direct refutation of 
the “formlessness” charge would be simply to count the 
easily recognizable forms revived or invented by the ro¬ 
mantics. The statistics (which would include Victor Hugo’s 
example of the Malayan pantoum in the Orientales, Notes, 
[1829]) would be convincing for literature. For the other 
arts, one would have to consult the most recent scholarship 
on the romantics, that is, the earliest books written in the 
belief that form is indeed to be found in their works, 
albeit of a different sort from the classical (e.g. T. S. Wot- 
ton’s Berlioz or Sackville-West’s De Quincey). 

This leaves one further point to be disposed of, namely 
the myth that when classic forms were in vogue the average 
of style was very high. “The worst scribblers of the 
seventeenth century, the very chambermaids, have a certain 
air and touch of style ... all they had to do was to pick 
up the current common manner, which was excellent, 
limpid, and healthy.” (G. Bertrand, Revue Germanique, 
1863, 8) But a real study of the materials gives a different 
result: “. . . If I compare the best French written in the 
eighteenth century, that of Voltaire, or rather of Mon¬ 
tesquieu, with the best written in the nineteenth, that of 
Nodier, Hugo, Anatole France, I confess I prefer the 
latter, for it is at once less dry and more exact (rigoureuse ). 
(J. Boulenger and A. Therive, Soirees du Graamnaire-Club, 
Paris, 1924, 130) The force of this passage is heightened 
with respect to the seventeenth century when it is re¬ 
membered how many speech forms of the earlier time the 
eighteenth century proscribed for not being rigoureuses 
enough. 
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Page 90. Wordsworth’s lines occur in The Prelude, II, 
214-215; III, 59-63 

Page 91. SCIENCE. On the error of taking Keats for an 
enemy of science, see C. D. Thorpe, Introd. to Complete 
Poems and Selected Letters of Keats, Odyssey ed., N. Y., 
1935, xlii-xliii. On Wordsworth in the same connection, 
see Wm. Knight, Wordsioorthiana, 1889, 199-217. The 
biographical detail about Faraday is from Tyndall’s Intro¬ 
duction to the Experimental Researches in Electricity, 
Everyman ed., xviii. And in an excellent summary applying 
to the German philosophers in particular. Professor James 
Gutmann concludes: “There was among the romanticists 
not a rejection of science, though there was constant criti¬ 
cism of the mechanistic theories of the i8th century. There 
was certainly no general protest against Reason, though 
there was criticism of rationalistic dogmas in religion, for ex¬ 
ample, or ethics. To oppose Rationalism is, however, hardly 
the same as to reject Reason. To deny mechanism is not 
equivalent to denying the importance of science.” — In- 
trod. to Schelling, Of Human Freedom, Open Court ed., 
xxii 

Page 93. FREUD, SUBJECTIVISM, EGOTISM. It is encourag¬ 
ing to find confirmation of my view from the pen of so 
distinguished a biographer as Mr. Matthew Josephson: 
“Long before Freud, the romantics intuitively and un¬ 
ashamedly told what they felt, even likening an adored 
mistress to a mother, thus associating human sentiments 
which, as an elder statesman like Barthou held, should not 
approach each other.” {Victor Hugo, 1942, 222 n.) Parallel 
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cases, in which the romantics speak “intuitively and un¬ 
ashamedly,” have led to the imputation of obsession with 
the self; but it is we who are obsessed and the romantics 
who took their selves lightly and “objectively”: see Sir 
Henry Taylor’s Autobiography, I, 181, for an anecdote 
about Wordsworth, whom Taylor shows as modest under 
a false appearance of vanity. 

Pages 97-98. VICTOR hugo. The quotation comes from the 
Preface to Cronmell (1827), Nelson ed., 31. This seems 
a good opportunity to say a few things about Hugo as 
thinker and artist. Mr. Josephson’s recent biography has 
rehabilitated him as a character and as a man of action, but 
the opinion still prevails that he is a loose craftsman and 
pompous poet, who only thought he thought. Certain 
critics, slowly working their way back to romanticism, 
prefer Vigny'to Hugo as somehow “more serious.” With¬ 
out undertaking a full-strength defense, one or two facts 
must be recorded. In the first place, Hugo’s artistry as a 
poet is supreme. This may not be apparent to English 
readers for whom one alexandrine is exactly like another 
because none has “real rhythm,” but it is apparent to 
French ears, such as the sensitive ones of Paul Valery: 
“Through sixty years . . . Hugo never wearied of fortify¬ 
ing his art and training himself to be more accomplished 
in it. . . . What prodigious lines, lines to which no other 
lines of poetry can be compared for extent, internal or¬ 
ganization, resonance, and fullness, did he not compose in 
the last period of his life! In La Corde d^Airain^ Lieu, and 
La Fin de Satan . . . the illustrious old man attains the 
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acme of poetical power and the highest point of the versi¬ 
fier’s noble science.” (Variete II, 153) 

This is far from saying that all of Hugo’s tremendous 
output is first rate — an impossible standard for any poet to 
meet —but that his power is indisputable. More than 
power and more than bulk, however, Hugo has variety. 
Mr. Julian Green has noted, “I re-read Hugo’s poems. 
What a number of lines written with a single line in view! 
But side by side with empty, bombastic pieces, there are 
some so lovely that they make my heart beat faster. [1931]” 
(Personal Record, 1933, 48) And Proust, who preferred 
the mood of Vigny and Nerval: “1 do not think that 
in all the Fleurs du Mai, that sublime but sardonic book, 
one can find a poem equal to [Hugo’s] Booz endormi. 
. . . Victor Hugo always does marvelously what has to 
be done. It is impossible to wish more precision than in 
the image of the crescent moon. . . .” (Chroniques, 1920, 
242) 

I have chosen on purpose three critics whose own place 
in French literature makes them a priori unsympathetic to 
romanticism, but gives them at the same time the right to 
speak with authority. 

If one wants a short first introduction to Hugo’s mind 
and art, written with knowledge and sufficient hard- 
headedness, one can do no better than read the philosopher 
Renouvier’s Victor Hugo: le Poete, Paris, 1893. His chapter 
on Hugo as myth-maker must be supplemented by Denis 
Saurat’s more recent work on Hugo’s religion (Paris 1929), 
after reading which — but not before — one has the right 
to speak of Hugo’s powers and defects as a thinker. 
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Page 99. IDEALIZING. The romantics themselves were so 
aware of the real that they often accused themselves of 
idealizing when they chose subjects or adopted methods 
other than the directly descriptive. Thus Hawthorne speaks 
of The Scarlet Letter in his preface: “The wiser effort 
would have been to diffuse thought and imagination through 
the opaque substance of today ... to seek resolutely the 
true and indestructible value that lay hidden in the petty 
and wearisome incidents and ordinary characters with 
which I was now conversant.” Compare this with De- 
Quincey’s definition of the picturesque: “It is . . . the 
characteristic pushed into a sensible excess. The prevailing 
character of any natural object, no matter how little at¬ 
tractive it may be for beauty, is always interesting for itself, 
as the character and hieroglyphic symbol of the purposes 
pursued by nature in the determination of its form. . . . ” 
And he gives as an instance the cart horse, describing its 
dullness and interest. {Life and Writings, II, 287-288) 

To use the real and make it serve a purpose is the com¬ 
mon feature of romantic realism; it does not imply ig¬ 
norance but subordination of reality. As Scott says: 
“Though an unconnected course of adventure is what 
most frequently occurs in nature, yet the province of the 
romance writer being artificial, there is more required 
from him than a mere compliance with the simplicity of 
reahty.” The “naturalism” of Thomas Hardy fits under 
this definition as well as “idealistic” romanticism, since 
Hardy in fact chose this very passage as the motto for 
Desperate Remedies. He might have added, still from Scott: 
“The whole adventures of Waverley . . . suited best . . . 
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the road I wanted to travel, and permitted me to introduce 
some descriptions of scenery and manners to which the 
reality gave an interest which the powers of the author 
might have otherwise failed to attain for them.” (Waverley, 
General Preface, Centenary Edition, I, 11) The union of 
factuality and truth — truth being fact seen from a given 
point of view — is what many other romanticists meant by 
Imagination (Coleridge distinguished it as the Secondary 
Imagination), the faculty that creates, or re-creates, reality, 
and to which we owe all art. 

The quality of this purposeful idealizing then becomes a 
matter of technique. Close students of Turner have pointed 
out how, with wrong details of town or landscape, he gives 
the truest impression of a particular place. (Ch. Holme, ed.. 
The Genius of Turner, London, 1903, v) In all romantic 
work the beholder must follow a very flexible intent, of 
which the artist himself was aware, instead of responding 
rigidly to all that is given as if it were a direct transcript. 
Our age, however, has specialized in rigid responses, pos¬ 
sibly as a result of its neuroses (see my Chapter 7) and 
found satisfaction in the discovery that the romantics did 
not possess a sense of fact. The reverse is true, for it requires 
a sense of fact to depart from fact without getting lost. 

This confusion reproduces itself in a thousand places. 
Pick up, for instance, the excellent Outlines of Russian 
Culture, based on and translated from the late Paul Milyu- 
kov’s History of Russian Civilization: there you will find 
the romantic poet Pushkin credited with reintroducing life 
into poetry, and quoted as complaining that “all I read 
about romanticism is wrong.” (Letter to Bestuzhev, Nov. 
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30, 1825) So far, so good. But this is followed by the 
historian’s comment, “When at last he thought he had 
found true Romanticism in Shakespeare, it was not Ro¬ 
manticism but artistic realism.” (Op. cit., 28) One would 
suppose that Pushkin might be allowed to know best what 
romanticism was, particularly when another contemporary 
critic, Belinsky, had written: “The true poetry of our day 
is a realistic poetry, a poetry of life, a poetry of actualities.” 
This belongs to the epoch when Stendhal was trying to 
make the same feeling intelligible to Frenchmen: “Law- 
jranc is a romantic comedy because the events resemble 
those that happen daily under our very eyes.” And again, 
“Shakespeare’s Tempest, however mediocre it be, is none 
the less a romantic piece, even though the events last but 
a few hours and take place in and around a small island 
in the Mediterranean.” [I.e. not the unities in themselves, 
but their fitness for a realistic purpose, determines ro¬ 
mantic realism.] (Racine et Shakespeare, 165, 175) 

The failure to keep pace with the several qualities of 
romantic work is of course cumulative. Start a discussion of 
romantic poetry and everyone will mention Tintern Abbey 
and Kubla Khan; rarely will someone think of that other 
masterpiece, Burns’s “Tam O’ Shanter,” which is perhaps 
the clearest romantic tour de force, with its combination of 
high and low, real and imaginary, superstition and moral 
force, free rhythm and perfect form. But to feel it all, at 
the headlong pace of a narrative which conceals its own 
art, one must learn to modulate in tune with the author. 

Since I have mentioned Gogol in the text, I sjiould give 
here the references to contradictory criticism concerning 
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his work: W. L. Phelps, Essays on Russian Novelists, 48; 
P. Kropotkin, Russian Literature, 85; M. E. de Vogue, 
Russian Novelists, 80. MUyukov, discussing the same tug- 
of-war between realists and idealists over Gogol, informs 
us that “he became the victim of conflicting opinions on 
this work [Dead Souls]" (op. cit., 35) and, attempting to 
correct its “hideous reality,” lost himself in the theoretical 
puzzles invented by critics who did not know how to 
modulate. 

Page 104. THE WORD “romantic,” its origin and use, are 
fully discussed by Alexis Frangois in Annales de la Societe 
Jean-Jacques Rousseau, V, 199 ff. and by Logan Pearsall 
Smith in a tract of the Society for Pure English (no. XVII). 
It is to the former writer that I owe the references to Rous¬ 
seau and Letourneur. By Frangois’s account, the word “ro¬ 
mantic” is of English origin and goes back to the popular 
romances of the seventeenth century. It is the classic age, 
therefore, which gives us the idea, the word, and its source 
— the novel of love and adventure. 

Professor L. P. Smith adds to his investigation of “roman¬ 
tic” useful comments on three other words historically as¬ 
sociated with it: “genius,” “original,” and “creative.” Pro¬ 
fessor Smith’s tone and critical judgment are, however, not 
above reproach. He speaks of romanticism as “the battle cry 
of a school of wild poets and Catholic reactionaries,” whom 
he further defines as “scorning and rejecting the models 
of the past and the received rules of composition” while 
priding themselves “on their freedom from law and on 
their own artistic spontaneity” (pp. 16-17). This hardly 
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fits even his own apt quotation from Goethe, who states 
that the distinction between romantic and classical poetry 
came originally from Schiller and himself. 

The confusion in Mr. Smith’s attitude is made possible, 
again, by the confusion of “romantic” with what is foolish 
and fictitious, and this error gives point to Mr. Wotton’s 
suggestion (p. 228 of this book) that we find a parallel for 
the distinction made in French between “romantique" 
and ^'romanesqueP The latter — as in Rostand’s play, Les 
Romanesques, would cover any element of wild fancy or 
improbability, while the former would keep the historic 
and intrinsic meanings outlined in these chapters. The exact 
equivalence of French romanesque with English “roman¬ 
tic” in its vulgar sense can be shown by an example. In 
1755, Grimm writes of Voltaire’s new book: “Charles XII 
avait beaucoup de romanesque dans son caractere . . . son 
histoire pent done avoir cet air de roman. . . .” (1812 ed. 
16 vols., I, 348) The English translator, early in the nine¬ 
teenth century, renders this as: “The character of this 
hero . . . is in a manner truly bold, easy, original, I might 
almost add, romantic.” — Memoirs of Grimm, Excerpts, 4 
vols., London, 1815, I, 69-70 

Page 105. SENTIMENTALITY. Blake’s strong words are as 
good as any: “He who desires but acts not breeds pestilence. 
. . . Sooner murder an infant in its cradle than nurse un¬ 
acted desires.” (Op. cit., 193,195) william james’s recom¬ 
mendation to act out a feeling of benevolence by speaking 
genially to one’s grandmother occurs in his chapter on 
“Habit,” Psychology, I, 126. Under “The Emotions” he 
says: “The sentimentalist is so constructed that ‘gushing’ 
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is his or her normal mode of expression. Putting a stopper 
on the ‘gush’ will only to a limited extent cause more ‘real’ 
activities to take its place; in the main it will simply pro¬ 
duce listlessness.” (Op. cit., II, 467) 

It should be added about Werther that it was not solely 
disappointed love but also frustrated ambition that led 
to his suicide. Consciously or not, Goethe gives him two 
extraordinarily powerful motives to arouse what a modern 
would call his “death wish.” 


Page 107. Musset’s degeneration. Apparently here also 
“the common belief as to Musset’s habits was greatly ex¬ 
aggerated.” (A. Houssaye quoted by W. H. Pollock, In- 
trod. Fantasia, Oxford, 9) The last word has not been said, 
either, about Poe, whose “addiction to drink” is a mislead¬ 
ing term in view of the subject’s extreme susceptibility to 
stimulants. As for Burns, whom we all thought hopelessly 
incompetent in practical life, it turns out that he was a very 
efficient customs collector. (See Catherine Carswell, The 
Life of Robert Burns, N. Y., 1931, 311.) 


V 

Page III. ROMANTIC BECOMES CLASSIC with time. This sug¬ 
gestion was first made, so far as I know, by Stendhal in 
his Racine et Shakespeare. It is incidentally surprising that 
this entertaining work should never have been translated 
into English, nor even used more widely than it is by 
students of English literature. Pursuing this notion with the 
aid of Renouvier, who cites the same two poets, we find it 
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is twofold. First, “we forgive Racine his platitudes, his 
dull co\urtier-like effusiveness, and his rhetoric, which 
has worn thin in many places; we forgive Shakespeare his 
grossness and conceits in the Italian manner: and it will 
come to that with the speech and rhetoric of the romantics.” 
(Op. cit., 205) 

The second step is that we not only forgive, we forget. 
What I say of socrates is also true of Dante. In the eight¬ 
eenth century, the Divine Comedy was purely and simply a 
“monstrous work.” By the time of Leigh Hunt, it had be¬ 
come great again, though with reservations about its cruelty, 
length, obscurity, and its author’s overweening pride. 
{Stories jrom the Italian Poets, Vol. I, “Critical Notice on 
Dante.”) Nowadays the mention of any of these defects 
in certain literary circles would brand one as a philistine. 
Dante has become angelic, his poem is calmness itself, and 
every word he wrote is in the classic tradition — except 
for the use of Italian. Stendhal says: “The romantic poet 
par excellence is Dante; he adored Vergil; and yet he 
wrote the Divine Comedy, with the episode of Ugolino, 
which is the one thing in the world least like Vergil. He 
wrote it because he understood his age and feared Hell.” 
And again: “Sophocles and Euripides were eminently ro¬ 
mantic ... to imitate Sophocles and Euripides today — 
that is to be a classicist. I do not hesitate to suggest that 
Racine was once romantic: he gave the marquis of the 
court of Louis XIV a picture of passions tempered by ex¬ 
treme dignity, of the kind then fashionable, which was 
such that a duke of 1670, however fond of his son, invariably 
called him Monsieur'' . . . The Romantics [of today] ad- 
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vise no one to imitate Shakespeare directly.” (Op. cit., 39, 

33. 39) 

Page III. One example must suffice of the romantic art¬ 
ists’ unsentimental view of napoleon. On January 12, 1814, 
Byron writes to Lady Melbourne: “By the bye, don’t you 
pity poor Napoleon? and are these your heroes. . . . This 
man’s spirit seems broken; it is but a bastard devil at last, 
and a sad whining example to your future conquerors . . .” 

— Correspondence, 1922, I, 231 

Page 112. joubert’s words about Bonaparte are quoted by 
Maurois, Chateaubriand, Paris, 1938, 136. 

Page 113. Goethe’s classicism. A further word may be 
said on this subject to show that Goethe recognized the 
strength of romanticism and was acting, in middle age, as 
moderator of the extremism of youth. He wrote in the 
summer of 1813: “Instead of singing the praises of our 
Romanticism so exclusively and sticking to it so uncritically 

— our Romanticism, which need not be chidden or re¬ 
jected, thus obscuring its strong, solid, practical aspect — 
we should rather attempt to make this great fusion between 
the old and the new, even though it does seem inconsistent 
and paradoxical; and all the more should we make the 
attempt because a great and unique master [Shakespeare] 
whom we value most highly and often without knowing 
why, has already most effectively accomplished this mira¬ 
cle.” {Goethe's Literary Essays, ed. J. E. Spingarn, N. Y., 
1921, 182) 

There is hardly any need to point out that a “Back to 
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Shakespeare” movement would not have satisfied the clas¬ 
sicists of 1813, whether in Germany, France, or England, 
and that the Goethe-Schiller “fusion of romantic and clas¬ 
sic” is but a nuance in the midst of the Romantic Move¬ 
ment. CARLYLE, the greatest student of German roman¬ 
ticism, leaves no doubt on this score: “That since the 
beginning of the present century, a great change has taken 
place in German literature, is plain enough, without com¬ 
mentators; but that it was effected by three young men, 
living in the little town of Jena is not by any means so 
plain. The critical principles of Tieck and the Schlegels had 
already been set forth, in the form of both precept and 
prohibition, and with all the aids of philosophic depth and 
epigrammatic emphasis, by the united minds of Goethe 
and Schiller in the Horen and Xenien. The development 
and practical application of the doctrine is all that pertains 
to these reputed founders of the sect. But neither can the 
change be said to have originated with Schiller and Goethe; 
for it is a change originating not in individuals, but in 
universal circumstances, and belongs, not to Germany, but 
to Europe.” — Cn'ftca/ Essays, London 1872, I, 246 (Pref¬ 
ace to German Romance, Edinburgh, 1827) 

Pages 113-114. Chateaubriand’s sense of his own ex¬ 
uberant strength is given in Maurois, op. cit., 1 3 

Page 116. TIECK. (Ricarda Huch, Die Romantik, Leipzig, 
1920, vol. 1 , 116) Even Professor Silz, it seems, has to be cor¬ 
rected. He limited the name “lazy romantic” to Tieck. 
{Early German Romanticism, 21) But now comes Dr. 
E. H. Zeydel with a massive study in his hand to tell us 
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that Tieck was not only the most prolific of German 
writers, but one who “combated his own duality in a 
brave and constant struggle and never ceased fighting like 
a crusader against the sordid, the trifling, the egoistic. . . . 
The purity of his ethical and artistic character at least can¬ 
not be impugned.” — Ludwig Tieck, the German Ro¬ 
manticist, Princeton, 1935, 337, 341 

Page 117. For the pressure on goethe and others to con¬ 
form to established models, see his Poetry and Truth, pas¬ 
sim, and G. H. Lewes’s superb biography (Boston, 1856, 
2 vols.), Vol. I, 97 ff. For French letters, see Sainte-Beuve’s 
early writings, Hugo’s and Vigny’s prefaces, as well as 
Stendhal’s Racine et Shakespeare. For English, Words¬ 
worth’s criticism and De Quincey’s essay on Wordsworth. 
In the romantic period itself, the literature of anti-ro¬ 
manticism was large and is in retrospect amusing. Its gen¬ 
eral tenor is that in violating the rules of classic common 
sense, romanticism is ugly, incoherent, symbolic, material¬ 
ism, as well as bohemian art for art’s sake (sic). An ap¬ 
parently self-contradicting conclusion is therefore the true 
one: from the artist’s point of view, romanticism was not 
a revolt, because classical ideas were dead; he did not 
break with tradition, tradition broke with him; but in 
fighting the academic survivors of the literary old regime, 
the romanticist was effecting a revolution and beginning 
a new tradition. 

Page 119. BIOGRAPHY. Space is wanting to set forth the 
canons of a proper technique for writing the lives of artists, 
even if canons existed that would fit all cases. But the 
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negative advice, “Avoid the official style and the debunk¬ 
ing style equally,” covers the commonest faults. Shaw, who 
is expert at presenting and interpreting historical figures, 
suggests that . . the first question of the professed bi¬ 
ographer is, ‘What is the evidence for this?’ and the cognate 
question of the intellectually honest judicial critic [is], 
‘What else could I have done had it been my own case?’ ” 
(Postscript to Frank Harris’s Bernard Shaiv, 420) 

The allusions and quotations in the text come from: 
Abercrombie, Romanticism, London, 1926, 10 ff., 58 ff.; 
Sackville-West, De Quincey, New Haven, 1936, passim; 
Wotton, Hector Berlioz, London, 1935, 194; Blunden, 
Leigh Hunt's ’’Examiner' Examined, London, 1928, 80; 
Barr, Mazzini, N. Y., 1935, passim; Trilling, New Republic, 
1941, 637; White, Life of Shelley, N. Y., 1941, 2 vols.; 
Grabo, The Magic Plant, Chapel Hill, 1936; Silz, Early 
German Romanticism, Harvard Press, 1929, ii; C. D. 
Thorpe, Complete Poems of Keats, N. Y., 1935, xli; Dun¬ 
ning, Truth in History, New York, 1937, 176; Julian 
Green, Personal Record, N. Y., 1939, 133. 

For further ideas on biography, see Chapter 7, pp. 171- 
172 of this book; the notes on Dr. Johnson, pp. 67 and 257; 
and two articles of mine entitled “Truth in Biography” in 
the University Review, Kansas City, summer 1939 and June 
1940. 

Page 122. Descartes’s Discourse on Method was meant at 
first to be called The History of My Mind (B. Aub6, Introd. 
Discours de la Mhhode, Paris, 1894,4), which lends added 
color to the use I make of the discourse, while the change 
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emphasizes the caution — almost timidity — characteristic 
of Descartes. I hasten to add that the excommunicating and 
burning of philosophers practised in his day were good 
grounds for caution. 

Page 125. PAUL ELMER more’s rcwotking of the drunkard 
simile occurs in Platonism, Princeton, 1917, 157. 

Page 126. NEW HELOisE. Rousseau knew the defects of 
his work as well as anybody; this does not excuse them, 
but it vindicates his artistic judgment no less than his 
modesty. He is in fact too modest when he calls himself 
“more zealous than enlightened in my researches, but sin¬ 
cere always, even against myself.” As for the book, he 
says: “Those are fantastic loves [I depict] . . . the first 
two parts contain much verbal filler . . . which I could 
never correct. The Fourth Part is the best, and the two 
following may be useful. . . . My imagination is unable 
to embellish things; it wants to create ... all my talent 
comes from the lively interest I take in things. I used to 
meditate in bed with my eyes closed, turning my periods 
over and over in my mind with the most incredible dif¬ 
ficulties; then when I had succeeded in being satisfied with 
them, I committed them to memory . . . only to forget 
them [in the day’s routine].” Oeuvres, 1788, IV, 242-245 

Page 127. In speaking of love lyrics as appropriate to 
youth and of other poetic tasks to age, I am only giving in 
for argument’s sake to one of the critical absurdities of 
our time: Goethe, Landor, Peacock, Hugo, are there to 
disprove any general rule on the matter. But it is im- 
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portant, for the reasons stated in the text, that the exclusive 
association bettveen romanticism and young love be broken 
up. It would in fact not be very difficult to document the 
thesis that romantic literature dethroned Eros and made 
him take his place as one of many fellow subjects. Whereas 
most classical novel writing deals exclusively with love, 
Balzac, Dumas, Scott, Dickens, Vigny, introduce all man¬ 
ner of hitherto untouched facts and feelings into their 
stories. Has it not been said that Balzac created “the 
metallic hero,” namely. Money? And in Scott’s own mind, 
as we saw, the knightly love intrigue was a subject soon 
exhausted and of secondary interest. 

Page 128. The literature of nationalism is vast, begin¬ 
ning with Professor C. J. H. Hayes’s pioneering Essays 
and his indispensable Historical Evolution of Modern Na¬ 
tionalism. Professors Koppel Pinson and Eugene Anderson 
have made notable contributions, in book and article form, 
to various phases of German nationalism. For France I 
may refer to appropriate chapters in my two books. The 
French Race and Race: A Study in Modern Superstition, 
the critical bibliography in the latter volume containing 
many other titles. 

herder’s detestation for the words “races of men” will 
be found in his Sdmmtliche Werke, Suphan ed., XIII, 257. 
The reader should also consult pages 155, 160, 322, 384-385 
for further evidence of his anti-imperialism; and the Briefe 
zu Beforderung der Humanitdt in Volume XVIII, espe¬ 
cially Bw/e 114-124. 

goethe’s remarks to Eckermann concerning his inability 
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to write hate songs were uttered on Sunday, March 14, 
1830. 

Page 131. The recognition of greatness in failure is of 
course implicit in the Pascalian conception of man. It may 
also have been what Hegel meant by pointing out the error 
of thinking like the valet in the saying that no man is a 
hero to his valet. For the hero worshipers like Carlyle or 
Emerson, the hero was not necessarily successful, not 
Napoleon but a doer and leader in any field, a force like 
Napoleon. Chateaubriand wrote: “Napoleon was all the 
weaknesses and all the greatnesses of man.” (Memoires 
d'Outre Tombe, Nelson ed., 302) And before him, Burke 
had told his electors at Bristol that the goal of life was 
“to act with effect and energy, rather than to loiter out 
our days without blame and without use.” Constantin 
prophesied: “L« grmdeur se mesurera a la rmshe." 

Page 133. The lines from faust are not the last of the play, 
but the last that Faust speaks. (II, v, 6) The essential human¬ 
ity of Faustian striving, that is, of the romantic theory of 
life, is perhaps best expressed by H. A. KorfF, who is the 
greatest authority on German romanticism. Using Goethe, 
but not exclusively, to discover the sense of the era, Korff 
traces the passage from Enlightenment to Subjectivism, 
and shows that it is not the subjectivism of personal hap¬ 
piness but of self-development: man’s task is to exhibit his 
humanity. This raises the question, “What is Man?” Eight¬ 
eenth-century humanism had answered, “A reasoning be¬ 
ing.” Kant modified this answer by showing reason as a 
form-giving function of man’s mind. The “Sturm und 
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Drang” period went farther and showed man as a creative 
being. Then came Goethe and Schiller, who effected a syn¬ 
thesis of the two new positions, a true humanism combined 
with a “heroic religion.” The term is Korff’s and he con¬ 
cludes: “Hufmnitat und Romantik gehoren also zusam- 
men.” Humamsmus und Romantik, Leipzig, 1924, 114, 
128-129, 140 

VI 

Page 134. To the manifestations of eighteenth-century 
ROMANTICISM must be added the Methodist Movement 
within the Anglican Church. It not only prized and en¬ 
couraged genuine religious fervor — stigmatized as “enthu¬ 
siasm” by its opponents — but it began to speak once again 
the language of simple feeling. As an authority on the sub¬ 
ject, Mr. Henry Bett, has pointed out, there is nothing 
between Crashaw and Coleridge that has the ring of Charles 
Wesley’s hymn: 

I cannot see Thy face and live. 

Then let me see Thy face and die . . . 

The date is 1749, the year of Goethe’s birth, which dis¬ 
poses again of the false belief that romantic thought and 
expression arose in one place, Germany, and spread by 
contagion. A thorough canvassing of Pietism in England, 
France, Germany, Spain, and Italy would show that this 
movement (including seventeenth-century Quietism) had 
struck roots everywhere in western Europe; that its origins 
could be found in the sixteenth century; and that the classic 
centuries had merely concealed or contracted its signifi¬ 
cance. 



Notes and References 295 

Page 135. FRENCH REVOLUTION. The statement I use in 
several contexts to show that the revolutionary era “cleared 
the ground” comes from Stendhal’s De PAmour (1822): 

. . the generation rising among us has nothing to con¬ 
tinue: it has everything to create. The great merit of 
Napoleon is to have cleared out the house.” (Paris, 1926, 
II, 207) Many others of the same tenor could be cited from 
De Quincey, Schlegel, Blake, Byron, Burns, and others. 
For particulars, one should read Crane Brinton’s Political 
Ideas of the English Romanticists; Alfred Cobban’s Ed¬ 
mund Burke and the Revolt against the Eighteenth Cen¬ 
tury; A. Gregory, The French Revolution and the Eng¬ 
lish Novel; C. Cestre, La Revolution et les PoHes anglais; 
and Dowden’s lectures previously cited: the last three books 
to be used with caution. One direct citation from Shelley 
will help clinch the truth of his social and political aware¬ 
ness in this same connection. On September 8, 1816, he 
writes to Byron: “[Fontainebleau] is the scene of some of 
the most interesting events of what may be called the 
master theme of the epoch in which we live — the French 
Revolution.” — Byron, Correspondence, 1922, II, 15 

Page 136. POLAND AND RUSSIA. The Outlines of Russian 
Culture, in three volumes, based on Milyukov’s history and 
published by the University of Pennsylvania Press, 1942, 
supply a more comprehensive view of the subject than the 
older, purely literary histories. Under the title Polish Ro¬ 
mantic Literature, Dr. Julian Krzyzanowski has published 
some admirable lectures (London, 1930), which are to be 
recommended as virtually a running confirmation of the 
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main points of my present chapter. Note particularly the 
effect on Poland of the Revolution, Napoleon, and na¬ 
tionalism, and the blend of realism, symbolism, and the 
historical sense in the great Polish romantics. 

Page 141. VICTORIAN COMPROMISE. On this subject, read 
not only the somewhat discursive opening volume of 
Hal 4 vy’s history, but more especially the writings of 
G. M. Young, including his collection of essays. Daylight 
and Champaign, London, 1937. 

The “romantic aims” I refer to can be illustrated from 
two speeches of Victor Hugo’s delivered in 1849 and 1851 
respectively. “There is at the core of socialism a part of 
the unhappy realities of our time and of all times. There 
is the eternal distress of human infirmity and that aspiration 
to a better lot, which is no less natural. . . . There are 
miseries that are deep, true, pathetic — and also curable. 
Finally, there is . . . the new feeling given to men by our 
revolutions, which have put a high price on the dignity of 
man and the sovereignty of the people; so that the man of 
the people suffers today from the double and contradictory 
consciousness of his misery resulting from the facts and 
his greatness resulting from his rights.” And two years later, 
before the same National Assembly, a speech on “True and 
False Questions”; “The true are economic and social; the 
false are doctrinaire and philosophical on small matters.” 
(Actes et Paroles, 1882 ed., I, 282 and 326) In this loose 
and rhetorical form suited to the occasion, Hugo is summing 
up the work of half a century of Utopian Socialism. Not 
all the romantics were socialists, but nearly every one was 
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striving for an order based on justice, the right to work, 
and some form of equality — even the so-called reaction¬ 
aries, like Scott, Balzac, Carlyle, Rodbertus, Lassalle, and 
Friedrich List. For the relation of Utopian Socialism to 
Marx and “realistic” socialism, see my Darwin, Marx, 
Wagner, Part II, and for the kindred Mazzini-Cavour rela¬ 
tion, S. Barr, op. cit., 210, 240, 244. 

Page 143. One of the most lifelike accounts of oncoming 
“realism” in science is in a neglected but delightful book 
by the mathematician De Morgan, A Budget of Paradoxes, 
London, 1872, 274 If. His account of the pre-Darwinian 
flurry caused by the anonymous Vestiges of Creation is as 
valuable as his criticism of pseudo-Baconian method (p. 
52); and his idea of the way the future Book of Genesis 
would be written is not short of prophetic: “In the begin¬ 
ning was an imperial quart of oxygen at 60° . . . and 
this oxygen became God.” (276) Goethe, perhaps with a 
like foresight, has Wagner say in the Second Part of Faust, 
“And what Nature was wont to organize, we crystallize 
instead.” (ii, 2) 

Page 144. The candid scholar is Maitland, speaking of 
Kemble’s historical work. 

Page 146. FLAUBERT. The letter quoted from was written 
to Mile. Leroyer de Chantepie, November 4, 1857, Corre¬ 
spondence, Centenary ed., II, 321. Mr. bishop’s comment 
is in his article on Hemingway in After the Genteel Tradi¬ 
tion, 1937, 198. An interesting and little-known parallel to 
the hardened romanticism of men of letters such as Flaubert 
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and A. H. Clough is that of Bismarck, whose loss of faith 
was not supplied by the philosophies of Feuerbach, Hegel, 
and David Strauss. After a period of misery and despair, 
Bismarck returned to a combination of toughness and tradi¬ 
tional faith. Yet he continued to think of himself as “soft.” 
“Most characteristic . . . was Bismarck’s rupture with the 
ideas of the romantic politicians who had controlled affairs 
under Frederick William IV.” Where the King and the 
Gerlachs had seen a conflict between monarchy and liberal 
ideas and a union of nations on this principle, Bismarck saw 
Realpolitik unattached to principle. (Erich Brandenburg, 
“Bismark,” Encyc. Britannica, 14th ed.; also, Sovje His¬ 
torians of Modern Europe, ed. Schmitt, 295; Georg Brandes, 
Ferdinand Lassalle, 28) 

The dependence of Realism upon a previous Romanti¬ 
cism can be strikingly shown by one of Irving Babbitt’s re¬ 
marks. He thinks it symbolic — and rather rejoices in the 
idea — that “right opposite Wordsworth’s house,” a stone 
quarry “has made a hideous gash in the hillside on the 
shores of Rydal.” (Rousseau and Romanticism, 302) Now 
the question is, how does Mr. Babbitt know the gash is 
“hideous” unless he accepts as true Wordsworth’s sense of 
natural beauty which he elsewhere rejects as “unrealistic”? 

Another American critic has a juster view. “What I 
really think,” wrote John Jay Chapman to Henry James, 
“is something like this: The great romancers of the mid¬ 
century — Victor Hugo, Dickens, Balzac — clothed their 
extravagant romantic fictions in vivid grotesque figures 
and would have regarded themselves as realists — if the term 
had been invented. As the romantic souffle died out of the 
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world, their lessons and examples as realistic writers sur¬ 
vived — and especially the followers of Balzac continued 
and refined and explored and became obsessed Avith ex¬ 
ternals. . . (February ii, 1920, Letters, 370) Henry 
James was certainly ready to accept this interpretation 
since he had written fifteen years before, in The Lesson 
of Balzac, “We do not, at any rate, get away from him; 
he is behind us, at the worst, when he is not before, and I 
feel that any course about the country we explore is ever 
best held by keeping him, through the trees of the forest, 
in sight. So far as we do move, we move round him; every 
road comes back to him.” (115-116) 

Page 147. Flaubert’s gratitude to the romantics: e.g. his 
lifelong respect for George Sand, and such an exclamation 
as “What a man, old father Hugo! Thunder and damna¬ 
tion, what a poet! I have raced through the two volumes 
[of La Legende des Slides] ... I need to bellow these 
3000 verses such as no man has ever written.” — Cor¬ 
respondence, Charpentier ed.. Ill, 212 
GissiNG. Looking back, as a practitioner, on “Realism in 
Fiction” (1895), Gissing expressed a fairly general feeling 
among critics: “I could wish, to begin with, that the 
words realism and realist might never again be used, 
save in their proper sense by writers on scholastic philos¬ 
ophy. In relation to the work of novelists they never 
had a satisfactory meaning, and are now become mere 
slang. Not long ago I read in a London newspaper, con¬ 
cerning some report of a miserable state of things among a 
certain class of work-folk, that ‘this realistic description is 
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absolutely truthful,’ where by ‘realistic’ the writer simply 
meant painful or revolting, with never a thought of 
tautology. When a word has been so grievously mauled, 
it should be allowed to drop from the ranks.” (Selections 
from the Works of George Gissing, N. Y., 1929, 217) 
Among those responsible for launching the word forty 
years before, were a group of second-rate French writers 
who in 1857 issued six numbers of a short-lived periodical 
called Le Realisme. Champfleury, its editor, published a 
volume of reminiscences in 1872 which, together with the 
prefaces to his novels and those of Feydeau (a correspond¬ 
ent of Flaubert’s), should be consulted by the curious. 

Page 148. “ouR MUTUAL FRIEND.” Originally the character 
of Boffin in this novel — which is perhaps Dickens’s master¬ 
piece — was to remain harsh and grasping after his corrup¬ 
tion by money. The idea of making his wickedness a pre¬ 
tense ran counter to Dickens’s own mood of despair at 
the time of writing; yet even with the change the novel 
was not popular. (See John Forster, Life of Dickens, Bk. 
IX, Ch. V) 

Page 149. For the complex relations of wagner to his time 
and the significance of his straddling two schools, see 
Ernest Newman’s various volumes and Part III of my 
Darimn, Marx, Wagner. 

Page 150. COURBET. One further fact to complete the 
“interpretation” of the two portraits of Alfred Bruyas: the 
solid business man visualized by the critic at the National 
Gallery has, in Courbet’s portrait, a book under his hand. 
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The title is: Etudes sur l^Art Moderne. The painting by 
Courbet which I call “The Naked Truth” is known in 
French as “L’Atelier.” It depicts Courbet himself painting 
a standing model in the nude, while half a dozen Realists 
from the ranks of hterature and the arts lend their support 
to Courbet’s depiction of the naked truth. The portrayal 
of these gentlemen in an artist’s studio with an undraped 
female caused a scandal. On the question of realism in paint¬ 
ing see Jacques-Emile Blanche, Les Arts Plastiques, 1931, 
28 ff. 

Page 151. TURNER, BLAKE, DELACROIX and IMPRESSIONISM. 

Turner said, “Indistinctness is my forte. . . . An artist 
ought to paint his impres.sions.” (Quoted by Ruskin, Mod¬ 
ern Painters, IV, Part 5, Ch. XV, § 33) This view of him¬ 
self must be supplemented by a later critical summary, in¬ 
dicative of the way the “four phases” coexist in one man: 
“Turner’s manners were almost as many as his pictures, or 
at any rate as his subjects. Of his 275 best-known canvases, 
the styles are not successive but concomitant. ... In broad 
lines [we distinguish] three manners: i. French or Wil¬ 
sonian (classical) 2. English (realistic) 3. Evocational or 
Turnerian.” These correspond to “i. Admiration of the 
Masters, 2. Study of Nature, and 3. Art for art’s sake.” 
(“The Oil Paintings of Turner” by Robert de la Sizeraine 
in The Genius of Turner, London, 1903, i-iii) 

It should be mentioned here that constable was also a 
romantic impressionist, who towards the end of his life 
was practising “divisionism” and knife painting. But his 
influence was slight because by the time Impressionism 
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came into notice he had become a mere name. The link 
between blake and the Pre-Raphaelites is to be found in 
the direct disciples that he made during his latter years 
(after i8i8) — Palmer, Linnell, Finch, Varley, and others, 
who formed “a premature Pre-Raphaelite Brotherhood” 
and thought of Blake as a primitive master. (A. Glutton- 
Brock, Blake, N. Y., 1933, 132-133) The quotation from 
Ford Madox Brown — another neglected master, whose 
best works are to be seen in and around Manchester, if 
they have not been destroyed —is in Ruskin, Rossetti, 
Pre-Raphaelitism, ed. W. M. Rossetti, London, 1899, 47. 
See also Sheldon Cheney on Delacroix, A Primer of Mod¬ 
em Art, N. Y., 1924, 76-77. The best treatment of this 
period in English art is by T. Earle Welby, The Victorian 
Romantics, 1850-1870, London, 1929. 

Page 152. SYMBOLISM. One should not overlook the im¬ 
portance of romantic writers like Lamb, Carlyle, and 
Gerard de Nerval in showing the way to the linguistic 
preciosity of the nineties. At the mid-point of the century. 
Browning’s and Meredith’s prose, and Baudelaire’s trans¬ 
lations from Poe, the first to be styled “prose poems,” sup¬ 
ply the necessary connection. The movement is continuous, 
not disjointed. 

Page 156. For further comment on the task of reshaping 
language see Chapter 7 and consult New Directions, No. i, 
1937, and Transition, No. 27, spring 1938. 

Page 157. NATURALISM. It is more usual to call Naturalism 
an offshoot of Realism than to call it a neo-romanticism. 
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Nevertheless, the latter is the true designation, as is proved 
by a mass of diverse evidence. First of all, naturalism existed 
among the romantics. We have seen Scott called a naturalist 
by Leslie Stephen. Analyzed instances from Byron, Goethe, 
Gogol, would reveal the same connection. An amusing one 
can be found in an early piece by Gautier, in which he is 
making fun of romantic naturalism at the same time as he 
practised it: — 

Par Penfer! Je me sens un immense dSsir 
De broyer sous mes dents sa chair, et de saisir, 

Avec quelque lambeau de sa peau bleue et verte, 

Son coeur demi-pourri dans sa poitrine ouverte. 

— Daniel Jovard ou la Conversion (Pun 
Classique (1832) 

I leave the verses untranslated for those who read Baude¬ 
laire in the original and think he invented an entirely new 
genre macabre combining love and horror. Baudelaire’s 
naturalism is more accurately described by Paul Valery: 
“Baudelaire’s problem could thus — must, in fact — be put 
in this way: ‘how to be a great poet without being Lamar¬ 
tine or Hugo or Musset’ ”... What Baudelaire seeks is 
“to charm continuously.” (Compare Mr. Welby’s com¬ 
ment on the Pre-Raphaelites: “Their excessive concentra¬ 
tion on esthetic effect is a kind of short cut to beauty.” 
Op. cit., 44) Valery goes on: “Baudelaire, though ro¬ 
manticist in origin, and even romantic in his tastes, occa¬ 
sionally appears as a classic , . . [by] choosing within ro¬ 
manticism and . . . discerning in it a good and an evil, 
weaknesses and virtues. . . .” {Variete,M, 146, 155) 
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In the second place, the esthetic principles of a Zola, or, 
more consciously, of a Thomas Hardy, are often nothing 
more than reaffirmations of romantic beliefs against a con¬ 
stricting convention. For example, the latter says; “My 
own interest lies largely in non-rationalistic subjects, since 
non-rationality seems, so far as one can perceive, to be the 
principle of the Universe. By which I do not mean foolish¬ 
ness, but rather a principle for which there is no exact 
name. ... [I] prefer the large intention of an unskilful 
artist to the trivial intention of an accomplished one; in 
other words, I am more interested in the high ideas of a 
feeble executant than in the high execution of a feeble 
thinker.” And again; “They forget in their insistence on 
life, and nothing but life, in a plain slice, that a story must 
be worth the telling. . . . The business of the poet and 
novelist is to show the sorriness underlying the grandest 
things, and the grandeur underlying the sorriest things.” 
{The Early Life [and The Later Life] of Thomas Hardy, 
N. Y. 1929, 2 vols., II, 90-91, 158, 1 , 222-223. See also Carl 
Franke, Ermle Zola als romantischer Dichter, Marburg, 
1914) 

For other proofs of the relations between the beginning 
of the nineteenth century and the end, consult the works 
of Francis Thompson, Oscar Wilde, Villiers de I’lsle Adam 
(who said chacun son infini”), Blasco Ibanez (who 
claimed literary descent from Victor Hugo and not from 
Zola), the letters of Van Gogh to Emile Bernard (“Is it 
not rather intensity of thought, and not a calm touch, that 
we are groping for?” p. 42), and finally, the collection of 
Zola’s essays called Le Roman Experimental, which should 
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be read with Leon Deffoux’s Le Naturalisme, Paris, 1929, 
as a guide. 

Page 158. Among the many books on late-nineteenth- 
century and modern music, Cecil Gray’s “trilogy” (A 
History of Music, A Survey of Contemporary Music, and 
Predicaments: or Music and the Future) is indispensable. 
To it must be added Constant Lambert’s Music Ho, which 
assumes familiarity with names and facts. On Alfred 
Bruneau, the only work in English is by Arthur Hervey, 
London, 1907, but see also Romain Rolland, Musicians of 
Today. 

Page 159. science: its place in Naturalism and Neo-Ro- 
manticism. The quotation from Zola occurs in several 
places throughout his works. In the collection of essays 
cited above it will be found on page in. 

In closing this commentary on a tangled period still very 
near to us, it is necessary to point out that one of the 
things in romanticism to which the naturalists objected was 
its rhetoric — certain words that kept recurring and annoy¬ 
ing the later men. Now near as we are to the naturalists, 
we are beginning to find their rhetoric detestable: “sci¬ 
ence,” “the facts,” “reality,” “gradual evolution,” “great 
social movements,” “experimental method,” are words 
which outside their original and strict application no longer 
have much force. Butler, James, Nietzsche, have made us 
dissatisfied with them, have deflated them, as every period 
deflates the fighting vocabulary of its predecessor. And we 
understand precisely what is meant when still later critics 
liken Blake, Pascal, Nietzsche, and Samuel Butler to one 
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another; when William James speaks of F. W. H. Myers 
as “the radical leader of the new ‘romantic movement’ in 
psychology” which Freud was to carry on; when Pro¬ 
fessor Figgis believes Nietzsche was a romantic to the 
end of his career; and when Mr. R. M. Wenley, putting 
John Davidson close to Blake and Nietzsche, concludes: 
“So Romanticism comes full circle.” (These allusions come, 
in order, from Andler, Nietzsche, I, 45 ff.; James, Mem¬ 
ories and Studies, 153; Figgis, The Will to Freedom, 255; 
Davidson, Poems, Modern Library ed., Introd. xxxii.) 

VII 

Page 162. My previous account of modernism in art is 
in Of Human Freedom, Boston, 1939, Ch. 3. 

Good places in which to begin looking for signs of 
our own illusions, bombast, and smugness are: periodicals 
devoted to reviewing books, where a fresh masterpiece 
is discovered every week; “little magazines”; advertise¬ 
ments; and the stream of historical and biographical 
works dedicated to showing emphatically that we have 
entirely outgrown illusion, bombast, and smugness. To sug¬ 
gest a standard of comparison for bombast, I juxtapose with¬ 
out further comment two modern texts, the first referring 
to a romanticist, the second to a modern. “Mozart’s Sym¬ 
phony in E Flat moved the fantastical E. T. A. Hoffmann 
to an extraordinary rhapsody: ‘Love and melancholy are 
breathed forth in the purest spirit tones; we feel ourselves 
drawn with inexpressible longing toward forms which 
beckon us to join them in their motion with the spheres. 
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in the eternal circles of the solemn dance.” (From the 
Program Notes of the Boston Symphony Orchestra, No¬ 
vember 18, 1927, 412) In the same Program (pp. 416- 
420), Bohuslav Martinu writes: “In this symphonic rondo 
2-2 I have portrayed the tension of spectators at a game 
of football. ‘Bagarre’ is properly speaking an analogous 
subject, but multiplied, transported to the street. It’s a 
boulevard, a stadium, a mass, a quantity which is in de¬ 
lirium, clothed as a single body. It’s a chaos ruled by all 
the sentiments of enthusiasm, joy, sadness, wonder. . . . 
It is grandly contrapuntal. All interests, great and small, 
disappear as secondary themes are fused at the same time 
in a new composition of movement, in a new expression of 
force, in a new form of powerful, unconquerable human 
mass. But ‘La Bagarre’ is not descriptive music. It is de¬ 
termined according to the laws of composition. . . 
Upon which the commentator writes: “He shows a lean¬ 
ing towards neo-classicism derived from the modernisme of 
today.” 

Page 163. SELF-CONSCIOUSNESS. Mr. Matthew Josephson, 
whom I quoted above (p. 277), generalized favorably 
about the “unashamed” self-revelations of the romantics. 
The modern disease of wanting to reveal and hold back 
at the same time is related, on the one hand, to the problem 
of the unconscious — known to the romantics but made 
universally public since their time — and on the other, to 
the fear of consequences in a world less and less receptive 
to eccentricity. With Samuel Butler and Oscar Wilde, 
Shaw and James, the paradoxes and inconsistencies of 
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private behavior and public judgment became common 
property. The first three of these writers turned conven¬ 
tions inside out by converting platitudes. Thus Butler 
could say something important and truthful by the inver¬ 
sion, “It’s better to have loved and lost than never to have 
lost at all,” which he called “quoting from memory.” But 
the trick once learned, their juniors continued to use it, 
not as an attack on Victorian morality, which was dead, 
but as a day-to-day defense against life at large. This is 
what I have taken the liberty of calling smart-aleck, at least 
for those cases where a routine replaces wit, e.g. this frag¬ 
ment from Ezra Pound’s “The Social Order”: — 

This government official 

Whose wife is several years his senior 

Has such a caressing air 

When he shakes hands with young ladies. 

— Personae, N. Y., 1926, 115 

The quotation in my text is from the same volume, 114. 
To compare with Mr. E. E. Cummings’s tone when bring¬ 
ing together money and roses, here is the same simile 
handled by a romantic: “Money ... is, in its effects and 
laws, as beautiful as roses.” (Emerson, Works, Riverside 
ed., 1883, III, 221) And at the risk of repetition, but for 
the sake of clarity, another example of uneasiness, from the 
title page of Lincoln Steffens Speaking: “To Perplexed 
Students, Teachers, Statesmen, Businessmen, Crooks, and 
Artists.” This is a way of speaking out while getting credit 
for reticence, that is, not committing oneself concerning 
the book’s destination. I am not suggesting that the dif- 
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ficulty felt by so many of our deservedly best-known 
writers is easily avoided: E. M. Forster, D. H. Lawrence, 
T. S. Eliot, have turned and returned to it without satisfy¬ 
ing more than a group of devotees each. Their lack of 
success is indeed what prepared the ground for the neo- 
classicism I discuss below. Meantime, one almost feels as 
if Henry James had had our youngest contemporaries in 
mind as he wrote: “When they had hustled all sensibility 
out of their lives, they invented the fiction that they felt 
too much to utter.” (“The Marriages,” Novels and Tales, 
Vol. 23, 238) 

It is not quite fair, however, to give the impression that 
no one before our day had suffered from these inhibitions. 
For one can put side by side with Eliot’s line (from Ash 
Wednesday, XXV) about terror and surrender, Words¬ 
worth’s about 


. . . the fear that kills 
And hope unwilling to be fed . . . 

— Resolution and Independence 

One can also object to the uncritical belief in certain 
reasons for the modern distemper. In speaking of Eliot’s 
Gerontion as being in part of too easy manufacture, I had 
in mind not only the ready derivation from Pound, but 
the strain of xenophobia, which has since become a critical 
principle. Why should a poet think it comic or decadent 
or both that persons with foreign names should admire 
“alien” works of art? And, at the same time, why does Mr. 
Eliot write French doggerel? Why does he write “foot¬ 
note poetry,” in which outlandish customs and classics 
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are pillaged for allusion and imagery? The answer is, 
Tradition. It all shows the breadth of Eliot’s tradition — 
or the lack of any definite tradition in our world — which¬ 
ever makes the most telling argument at the moment. 

But this playing fast and loose with “cosmopolitanism” 
and “tradition” has concrete results in politics, obvious and 
destructive, no less than in our mental life, which can ill 
sustain added confusion. For example, Romanticism is 
damned because it sought the exotic; so we find Mr. Martin 
Cooper passing a patronizing judgment on Berlioz for 
seeking inspiration “almost exclusively in exotic, non- 
French writers” — by which he means Scott, Vergil, 
Goethe, and Shakespeare; but on the next page the critic 
stultifies himself by saying: “The world in which Berlioz’s 
figures move is purely French.” (“Music,” London Mer¬ 
cury, May 1936, 57, 58) I show later (p. 210) that two, or 
even more, can play at the game of “Tradition! Tradition!” 
Meanwhile it must be pointed out to the incredulous that 
the seventeenth- and eighteenth-century classicists who 
revered Homer and Vergil were revering “foreigners”; 
that most devotees of Dante in English-speaking countries 
are reading a “foreign author”; and that even within the 
great tradition that we have annexed from the Near East 
and the Mediterranean there has been no constant choice 
made by western Europeans. Plato and Aristotle are rarely 
“up” in the market simultaneously; when Vergil was the 
great classic, Homer was only read in bad translations and 
Dante was a gothick barbarian; when Dante was a modern, 
Vergil was principally a magician and a writer on agricul- 
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ture. To which we might add the inquiry, “Pray, where in 
tradition or perdition are Horace and Cicero now?” 

Page 166. THE ROMANTIC NIGHTINGALE. We saw above 
how Diderot, reporting Galiani, launched the nightingale 
as a romantic symbol. Among the romanticists, Goethe 
gave the image its most precise significance. To him it 
represented the completeness of achievement through the 
power to transcend its own class. (Elective Affinities, 
Ch. xi) In the modern period, it has come to represent an 
impossible dream, a beauty that cannot survive, or which 
is at least spoiled — as by Sweeney — through contact with 
sordidness. A French musician, Auric, has described Erik 
Satie’s score, Parade, as “submitting very humbly to real¬ 
ity, which drowns out the nightingale’s song under the 
clanging of street-cars.” Eliot used the nightingale again 
'm The Wasteland, “And still she cried, and still the world 
pursues, ‘Jug Jug’ to dirty ears.” (II, 102) 

This contrast is in fact the technique of modernism. A 
French critic has made the same observation with respect 
to French poetry, drawing a very instructive parallel be¬ 
tween the utterances of two young diplomats separated by 
a century — Lamartine and Paul Morand —as they sang 
their loves on the same shores of the Bay of Naples. 
Lamartine finds sadness and beauty. In Morand’s free 
verse, the hotel on the hillside comes in for a satirical 
description in the very terms by which it is advertised; 
“Large verandah, weekly dances, moderate prices, pretty 
view,” near the end of which the beloved breaks in with: — 
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“What is really pretty is legs like mine!” 

Yet already death was advancing behind us, 

On rubber soles. 

(Gerard Bauer, “Les Metamorphoses du romantisme,” 
Cahiers de la Quinzaine, 1928, 2nd, 8) The critic con¬ 
cludes, like Mr. Constant Lambert, that anti-romanticism 
is a metamorphosed negative romanticism; in short, that 
the wish for the nightingale is still with us. 

He documents his conclusion with statements from con¬ 
temporary writers, most of whom seem to agree with the 
theory of contrasts which I quote from Andre Breton. 
(Petite Anthologie du Surrealisme, ed. Geo. Hugnet, 
Paris, 1934, 24) For instance, Mr. Alfred Colling: “The 
only progress we can make from one generation to the 
next is to unite in our heart more and more contradictory 
and seemingly exclusive sentiments. . . .” Mr. Philip Datz: 
“My reason says: ‘everything is quite useless’; My passion 
says: ‘everything is worth undertaking’ (At the same 
time).” (Bauer, op. cit., 53-54. See also Ramon del Valle- 
Inclan’s “deformed esthetic” in Luces de Bohemia, 1920) 

Page 167. MISS RUTH BAILEY takes up the tale in her lucid 
argument for modern poetry, which contains (p. 88) the 
passage I quote. It is representative of the current belief 
that romantic poetry (a) lacked contrasts (b) dealt ex¬ 
clusively with “poetic objects” (see Mr. Tate’s assertion to 
this effect. Reason in Madness, 83-84) and (c) was ig¬ 
norant of wit and the seventeenth-century “masters.” Gen¬ 
eralities are of course liable to exceptions, but it is worth 
recalling that Coleridge, for one, acknowledged his debt 
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to Crashaw and had a high regard for Donne; and that it 
was the French romantics who vindicated the memory of 
the neglected minor poets of the classic century. The great 
ones, they naturally knew by heart. 

As for point (b) it is enough to say that Scott and 
Byron admired the verse of Swift and Crabbe; that the 
two former prided themselves on the prosaic quality of 
their verse (“Damn it, Tom, don’t be poetical,” said 
Byron to Moore); that a modern like Auden has acknowl¬ 
edged a debt to Byron for precisely this hard, anti-poetic 
quality combined with movement, as in the opening lines 
of The Siege of Corinth; that “poetic objects” do not by 
any means preponderate among the themes chosen by 
Wordsworth, Goethe, Victor Hugo, or Pushkin. 

On the score of wit and contrast, I shall content myself 
with giving one scholarly opinion: “Flippant, cynical 
pieces were deUberately inserted throughout [Heine’s] 
Buch der Lieder (1827) . . . praises of the joys of sensual 
love hard on songs breathing eternal devotion . . . Heine 
had his full share of Romantic irony . . . conscious of a 
tendency to sentimentalize [he] constantly pulls himself 
up with a jerk. ...” — L. A. Willoughby, The Romantic 
Movement in Germany, Oxford, 1930, 136 

Page 169. CONSTANT Lambert’s paragraph comes from 
Music Ho! A Study of Music in Decline, London, 1934, 
178-179. 

Pages 170-171. Valery’s metaphysics is expounded in his 
Ebauche (Tun Serpent and exemplified in Cimetihe Marin. 
On the importance of “smallness” in the eyes of certain 
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moderns, it may not be unjust to refer to the “three small 
books” that Mr. Eliot mentions in the preface to Essays 
for Launcelot Andrews, drawing our attention to the 
amount of time he had planned to take in composing them. 
Mr. Strawinsky’s judgment upon himself is quoted by 
Henry Boys, “Stravinsky,” Monthly Musical Record, De¬ 
cember 1934 , 228. (See also Strawinsky’s own Avertisse- 
ment of his new classicism in The Dominant, December 
1927.) 

Page 172. G. M. young’s strictures on lytton strachey 
occurred in a review of E. Wingfield Stratford’s Victorian 
Sunset in Life and Letters, February 1931 , 144 - 145 . Dare 
we remember the thrill that electrified the modern ego 
when Mr. Strachey’s hints and promises of a new art were 
first heard: the biographer was going to use “a subtler 
strategy” upon “that singular epoch,” the Victorian Age; 
“he will attack his subject in unexpected places . . . shoot 
a sudden revealing searchlight into obscure recesses, hith¬ 
erto undivined; ... a little bucket . . . will bring up 
to the light of day some characteristic specimen . . . 
to be examined with a careful curiosity. . . .” {Eminent 
Victorians, Preface, v) And to brand his own prod¬ 
uct with the sign of the master, the motto from Sainte- 
Beuve: “/e rCimpose rien; je ne propose rien: f expose.” 
(vii) 

As this implies, and as Strachey explicitly admitted, the 
sources of the “new art” were French — a combination of 
the short biography with Sainte-Beuve’s gossipy tech¬ 
nique. What is less generally known is that the long biog- 
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raphy with malicious intent had already been practised in 
France, and for the same modern purpose of “debunking” 
romanticism. See, for instance, A. Boschot’s three malevo¬ 
lent volumes on Berlioz (1906-1913), in which the whole 
affectation of the revealing searchlight and the little bucket 
is already set forth (Notes to Vol. I); or again, see Chris¬ 
tian Marechal’s La Jeunesse de Lamennais using against its 
subject, and through him against Rousseau, the modem 
device of the revolving standard. I mean by this the biog¬ 
rapher’s determination to be satisfied with nothing: if 
Lamennais is gloomy, that is a sign of his evil; if he con¬ 
quers his depression, that proves him shallow; if he admits 
that perfect humility is hard to attain, he is a rebel; if he 
thinks he is less troubled by pride, that shows his conceit: 
Rousseau and the romantic ego are represented as causes of 
these manifestations of character, never before known to 
man. Such lack of biographical judgment justifies Alfred 
Orage’s deliberate use of the argument ad personam: “How 
do you compare with the people you write about?” (Read¬ 
ers and Writers, 64) 

To see the hand of Sainte-Beuve in all this would be to 
adopt a conspiracy theory of modern culture. The truth 
is that the modern ego adopts Sainte-Beuve (see above 
p. 173) because he felt towards romanticism as we do, 
because he was a disappointed romantic poet and a man 
with badly twisted feelings. We may forget his unamiable 
person, but as a scholar has pointed out, the effect of the 
doctrine is even worse: “// faut dire du mal de Sainte- 
Beuve . . . The great critic, if we have one, wiU have to 
begin with a dissection of Sainte-Beuve, to clear the track.” 



3i6 Romanticism and the Modern Ego 

(Denis Saurat, Perspectives, Paris, 1938, 38. For the same 
writer’s comment on the life of Rimbaud, op. cit., 121) 

Our attitude toward the french symbolist poets is 
an unprecedented case of critical charity. Consult Have¬ 
lock Ellis’s From Rousseau to Proust for examples, or 
read the surprising feat of criticism performed by Valery 
on one of Baudelaire’s sonnets; “Out of the fourteen lines 
of Recueillement five or six are unquestionably weak. But 
the first and last ... are so magical that the middle does 
not reveal its ineptitude and can easily be accounted null 
and void. It takes a very great poet to perform such 
miracles.” In the same miraculous vein, Mme. de Noailles 
called Verlaine simple, divine, a saint, and biographers of 
the modem school such as Mr. Harold Nicolson feel they 
must first sacrifice a romantic in order to bring out shining 
the virtues of their idols. 

All this goes to prove that we cannot cut loose from 
Symbolism, for the bulk of our art still depends on it. 
There are of course exceptions, as there are to the gen¬ 
erality that modem work is given us in small doses; but an 
enumeration would take us too far. We might find ourselves 
going back once again to the roots of modern culture 
in the first quarter of the nineteenth century where some, 
like Mr. A. J. George (Lamartine and Romantic Unan¬ 
imism), are finding it, very much against the wishes and 
instincts of others, like Miss Rebecca West (Ending in 
Earnest). I refer again to my brief essay on pre-1914 
modernism in Of Human Freedom and to three books, each 
admirable in its kind, which are themselves works of mod¬ 
em art: Edwin Muir’s Transition, N. Y., 1926; R. P. Black- 
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mur’s The Double Agent, N. Y., 1935, and Cyril Con¬ 
nolly, Enemies of Promise, Boston, 1939. 

Page 174. I have spoken several times of French anti¬ 
romanticism, calling it “official.” I meant two things by it 
— one, that the majority of French writers and artists of 
all kinds had adopted for the past eighty years a conven¬ 
tional anti-romantic “line,” which left the students and 
defenders of romanticism with a misplaced burden of 
proof; and two, that of this majority, many were academi¬ 
cians. It is also true that the anti-romantics were frequently 
opponents of the Republican regime, so that one would 
have supposed the true officialdom favorable to roman¬ 
ticism. But it did not turn so, for complex political reasons, 
and for the more simple one which Proust noted down 
somewhere, that the “friends of the people” want to show 
how pure and classical their taste is, thus atoning for their 
democratic politics. Even among men unaffected by such 
motives, no agreement obtains. Compare, for example. 
Count de Sales’s belief that romanticism in France was a 
transient phenomenon with the reactionary Henry Bor¬ 
deaux’s apprehension of “romanticism always threatening 
our literature from within.” (PSlerinages litteraires, 1905, 
201) An excellent survey of the whole politico-cultural 
question is Hugo Friedrich, Das Antiromantische Denken 
im Modemen Frankreich: sein System und seine Herkunft, 
Munich, 1935. 

Page 177. SEX. If a date must be set for the public recog¬ 
nition of this new “element,” let it be 1883. This was the 
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year during which the sales of Fitzgerald’s RubMydt of 
Omar Khayydm, which had languished since its appear¬ 
ance in 1859, began mysteriously to mount up, until by 
1900 it was the best-selling poem since In Memoriam just 
half a century before. Previous to 1883, a good deal of 
underground and explosive action had taken place. No 
account of the rise of sexuality as against love would be 
complete without mention of Wagner’s Ubrettos, Baude¬ 
laire’s Fleurs du Mai, Wilde’s Poems, the translation of 
Schopenhauer, Nietzsche, and Dostoevski out of their na¬ 
tive tongues, and the popularization of Darwinism, true 
and false, which stimulated three sociological and scientific 
efforts — birth control, sex hygiene and education, and 
psychiatry and psychoanalysis. (See for example the pio¬ 
neer cases recorded in The Amberley Papers, I, 288, under 
date 1864; and Samuel Butler’s letter concerning Dr. [later 
Sir Clifford] Allbutt’s difficulties in 1887.) 

Shaw’s pronouncement occurs in his “Postscript” to his 
biography by Frank Harris, where it is preceded by a reas¬ 
sertion of the belief that in sexual matters Rousseau’s views 
were right. (242, 244) Shaw had already written: “Senti¬ 
mental controversies on the subject are endless; but they 
are useless, because nobody tells the truth. Rousseau did 
it by an extraordinary effort, aided by a superhuman 
faculty for human natural history, but the result was 
curiously disconcerting because, though the facts were so 
conventionally shocking that people felt they ought to 
matter a great deal, they actually mattered very little. And 
even at that everybody pretends not to believe him.” 
(Preface to “Overruled,” 1912,66) 



Notes and References 319 

On FREUD and the application of his ideas to literature 
and biography, see Lionel Trilling, “The Legacy of Sig¬ 
mund Freud,” Kenyon Review, spring 1940. The quota¬ 
tion (page 180) about romanticism being adolescent eroti¬ 
cism is from Harry Overstreet, About Ourselves, 41. 

Page 180. Since many modern poets have sought for a 
rhythm and language that might give their verse a popular 
use in the causes and battles of our day, I venture to re¬ 
mind the reader that Canto VI of Scott’s Lady of the 
Lake played its part in the Peninsular War; while Sir Adam 
Fergusson’s company was lying on the ground under ar¬ 
tillery fire at Torres Vedras, he read them the warlike 
stanzas, interrupted only “by a joyous huzza whenever 
the French shot struck the bank close above them.” — 
Lockhart, Life of Scott, London, 1914, 5 vols., II, 169 

Page 183. IRVING babbitt’s request for a humbling abso¬ 
lute no doubt has something to do with his general view of 
his fellowman. He says; “If one deals with human nature 
realistically, one may find here and there a person who is 
worthy of respect and occasionally one who is worthy of 
reverence.” {Democracy and Leadership, 1924, 261) If 
this is the major premise of a humanist, “committed to 
the modern experiment,” and of one, moreover, who wishes 
to annex Jesus as a classical type, one might well prefer to 
join the reactionary followers of Joseph de Maistre, whose 
anti-humanism had at least the true Christian grace to 
say, “When I look into my heart, I shudder at what a 
scoundrel must be.” Mr. Babbitt’s plea for a “realistic” 
reversal of popular sovereignty covers pp. 235 ff., 264 If., 
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276 ff. of the work cited above. My paraphrase of Mr. 
Allen Tate’s remarks is based on pp. 5, 7-8 of his Reason 
and Madness, N. Y., 1941. 

Page 183. The worship of the golden age is, like any other 
belief, indifferent in itself. The test is. What does it pro¬ 
duce in those who adopt it? Renaissance, Reformation, 
and Romanticism were in part based on illusions concern¬ 
ing the recapture of a better past. Among the romantics, 
notably Wordsworth and Goethe, illusions were quite 
consciously and pragmatically employed to achieve well- 
defined ends. I mentioned one in speaking of the way the 
romantics “used” Greece and the same is true of the way 
they used the Middle Ages. But the very fact that the 
Renaissance and Romanticism were inaccurate, mistaken, 
or willful in their reproduction of elements from those 
periods shows that they had a strong creative urge that no 
amount of retrospective fervor could down. It was ahead 
of them, and not in the past, that they saw the model so¬ 
ciety. 

Nowadays, the main effort seems to be aimed at exact 
neo-scholasticism rather than at work “in the spirit of” the 
chosen golden age. The going is heavy and solemn and 
pedantic, quite beyond the caricatures that Peacock drew 
a century ago of Mr. Chainmail and other romantic medi¬ 
evalists. Mr. Lambert’s image of “overcoats in the cloak¬ 
room of the past” is indeed sound (op. cit., 67), as Mr. 
Strawinsky demonstrates by his sour castigation of every¬ 
thing but the well-worn. (Poetique Musicale sous forme 
de Six Legons, Harvard Press, 1942, pp. 5, 6, 13, 14, 29, 42, 
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44) The “orderly progression from truth to truth” is the 
ideal of the neo-medieval education preached by President 
Hutchins. {Higher Learning in America, 96) 

Page 185. CLASSIC repose. As a last supplement to the 
text on this subject, I list here a few reminders concern¬ 
ing the “standard” Greek authors in which, it seems to 
me, we overlook certain thihgs: (i) the lyric character 
of Greek drama, its song, dance, animation, mass appeal, 
very different from the marmoreal representations we oc¬ 
casionally see, and also very different from the Greek 
marbles as we now see them; since they were originally 
painted in gaudy colors, just like the inside of the Gothic 
cathedrals in their newness. (2) In Homer, the lack of 
dignity, manliness, and other stoic virtues in Agamemnon, 
Achilles, Odysseus, etc. (3) In Aeschylus’s Prometheus, 
the glorying of the hero in his rebellion: “Willingly, will¬ 
ingly I did it; never shall I deny the deed.” We must take 
refuge in guesses about the two missing plays of the trilogy 
to imagine how this revolt can be turned into a portrayal 
of serenity. (4) In Sophocles’s Antigone, Haemon’s suicide 
for love; in the Philoctetes the querulous wails of the 
wounded and unprepossessing hero. (5) Euripides, whom 
we are forced to call a “modern” romantic naturalist and 
psychologist, we try to pass off as a decadent third in the 
great line of dramatists. He was in fact a contemporary of 
Sophocles and, far from thinking him decadent, Aristotle 
calls him the most tragic of the three. (6) In Aristophanes, 
we overlook — but for the wrong reasons — the sprawling 
form, the exuberance, exaggeration, lack of social responsi- 



322 Romanticism and the Modern Ego 

bility, or at least of “city spirit”; and the encouragement 
to emotional release from the classic “inner check.” None 
of this would need saying, for it is at once obvious and, in 
its own context, unimportant, were there not among us 
what J. J. Chapman called “that conscientious and falsetto 
attempt to understand and appreciate Greek literature 
which our current teaching inculcates.” — Lucian, Plato 
and Greek Morals, Boston, 1931, 171 


VIII 

Page 187. NAPOLEON a son of the Enlightenment. He is so 
interpreted in Professor Geoffrey Bruun’s excellent work 
on The Revolution and the French Imperium in the Langer 
Series (Harper). In many other works, particularly text¬ 
books, Napoleon’s influence on the romanticists is pre¬ 
sented in such a way as to suggest that he was one of 
them. It was somewhere in such a book that I read, “Then 
followed that vividly romantic period known as the Hun¬ 
dred Days.” 

Page 189. MR. HENRY WALLACE’S reference to Hitler is in his 
speech on “The Price of Free World Victory,” May 8, 
1942; Archbishop Temple’s is in his Christianity and World 
Order, 43. 

Page 190. On the classicism of the French Revolution 
read first of all Harold T. Parker, The Cult of Antiquity 
and the French Revolutionaries, which contains enough 
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references to Cato, Brutus, Plutarch, and the Spartans to 
convince those who have not dipped into revolutionary 
journalism and oratory itself. It is arguable, by the way, 
that the stilted, oracular element in, say, Victor Hugo’s 
prose is a direct imitation of the revolutionary style, con¬ 
tinued by Napoleon in his proclamations and orders to the 
troops. 

For the relation of art to revolutionary feeling and the 
revolutionary authorities, see my chapter in Of Human 
Freedom, 66-95. Savary’s letter to Mme. de Stael about 
her confiscated work is printed in her Preface; Napoleon’s 
worry about literature is expressed in a letter to Cam- 
baceres, 21 November 1806. 


Page 193. REASON. The contemporary position I am at¬ 
tacking is very lucidly put, and elaborated, by Professor 
Stace: “That reason is lord over will — this is the Greek 
theory of man’s nature. That will is lord over reason, this — 
derived from Schopenhauer — is the Nietzschean view. 
These two theories of human nature flatly contradict each 
other. . . . There is an obvious issue here.” {The Destiny 
of Western Man, N. Y., 1942, 86-87) Drawn in these 
terms, the issue makes it appear that Nietzsche and his 
friends are “willful” and “enemies of reason”; even though 
we name among them Samuel Butler, William James, 
Bernard Shaw, and Freud. But the same contrast can be 
differently put, as it was by A. R. Orage: “The elemental 
instincts . . . cannot be permanently tyrannized over by 
‘reason,’ nor should they be. The rule of reason should 
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be that of a constitutional monarch under the direction of 
representatives, not of itself, but of the elemental instincts.” 
(Readers and Writers, London, 1922, 159) Still another 
position, giving reason a fragment of independent originat¬ 
ing power, is developed by Graham Wallas in The Art of 
Thought. But these last two writers make it clear that the 
problem is not so clear-cut as Mr. Stace would have us 
think. Indeed his view belongs to that species of thinking 
which I have called “thinking in pairs” and it appeals to 
our tendency periodically to substitute soot for chalk in 
our diet — reason then will; materialism then idealism; 
absolutism then relativism; religion then science; individual¬ 
ism then tyranny. 

I find it necessary therefore to make the distinction 
stated in the text between reason as an instrument and 
reason as a body of accepted truths. Reason may be an 
instrument for will, for passion, or for “itself”: thjs does 
not alter the fact that at any historic moment it may not 
be identical with the beliefs which it has previously pro¬ 
duced. This is what Wilde meant when he said: “Anybody 
can be reasonable, but to be sane is not common.” (A Critic 
in Pall-Mall, 172) Certainly an historian is bound to take 
the same view, however he may reword it. “Reason,” 
quoted Mr. Augustine Birrell, “is the philosophy which is 
in vogue for the moment.” Hence the “Test of Reason” 
should be applied “cautiously and possibly humbly to the 
lives and creeds of our predecessors.” (More Obiter Dicta, 
1924, 69) What is good for our predecessors is equally 
good for our contemporaries, with this difference, that we 
can seldom know in the present what the “sane” but “un¬ 
reasonable” attitude will yield. This follows obviously from 
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Shaw’s maxim which dates back to Man and Superman, 
1903, 238. 

It is this element of risk which leads a distinguished his¬ 
torian to say: “The romantic rebellion against discipline, 
measure and sanity, that is to say against civilization, is the 
chief problem in European culture.” (Albert Guerard, The 
France of Tomorrow, Harvard Press, 1942, 43-44) And 
earlier, summarizing romanticism, “It is magnificent, but it 
is not sense.” This last judgment seems to me to reverse 
entirely the rights and wrongs of the dispute. How can 
something which does not make sense be “magnificent”? 
Or are we to infer that the price we pay for “civilization” 
is to get rid of magnificent things altogether? I for one can¬ 
not consent either to give up the spectacle of magnificence 
or to accord that title to anything nonsensical; to me it 
seems rather that the price we pay for civilization is the 
violent wrench given to our lives and comforts whenever 
our love of routine and safety keeps us from changing our 
skins and thoughts, from innovating to keep alive. Love 
of routine is, incidentally, just as tenacious a passion as any 
romantic rebellion; and often uglier, as Shelley pointed 
out: “I have what a Scotch philosopher characteristically 
terms ‘a passion for reforming the world’: what passion 
incited him to write and publish his book, he omits to ex¬ 
plain. For my part I had rather be damned with Plato and 
Lord Bacon than go to Heaven with Paley and Malthus.” 
(Prometheus Unbound, Preface, Poetical Works, Oxford, 
203) 

While on the subject of passion, I supply the reference to 
the “fury and passion” of the French African force: N. Y. 
Times editorial, January 27, 1943. 
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Page 196. CLASSICISM is orthodoxy. Mr. Eliot, whose 
definition of “classical” seems to me elusive and unhistori- 
cal, nevertheless admits (in After Strange Gods: A primer 
of modern heresy) that the orthodox goes with the classical 
and the heretical with the romantic. The terms “absorption 
and elimination” applied to successive epochs of history 
I owe to an interesting conversation with Professor La 
Piana of Harvard; but the general idea of alternating tasks 
set by “history” in different centuries is of course as old as 
the romantic period itself. Hegel, Saint-Simon, Comte, and 
many others filled it with diverse contents. In form, it 
corresponds with evolutionary theory, though nothing in 
the form — or in my use of it — implies progress. 

Page 203. The demand for doctrine lends strong support 
to the notion just set forth. What is curious is to see the 
numberless private combinations of systems that are made 
in answer to this imperious urge. It is not infrequent to 
note a passage from Marxism to Thomism, and sometimes 
a junction of the two, according to which Marx, as an 
atheistical materialist, is simply an incomplete prophet of 
the full Thomist realism. Would it be out of order to sug¬ 
gest that if Marx is to be unofficially canonized among the 
leaders of neo-medievalism, he would appropriately be 
known as “The Choleric Doctor”? 

Page 206. CHESTERTON ON DICKENS: in his excellent book 
on the master (1906), reprinted by The Readers’ Club, 
N. Y., 1942, 77. The taste of our modern revolutionists — 
Lenin, Stalin, Trotzky, John Strachey — is certainly against 
modem complexity and sophistication. The two first-named 
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have in fact declared their undeviating devotion to classical 
painting, music, ballet, etc. In this country, where the 
urgency is of a different sort, the contempt for Beethoven 
is perhaps more than half affectation and the desire to 
shock: it certainly created the wished-for sensation when 
a young critic of the “purest” sort declared at a gathering 
of which I was part that the Eroica Symphony was “a nasty 
conception.” A genuinely classical outlook would take the 
“worthlessness” of the work more for granted, as we can 
see from Pepys’s observations on Shakespeare’s plays. 
Pepys sounds more like Mr. George Barker, a modern poet 
and critic for whom Shakespeare is “unsound, turgid, and 
incomplete” — a judgment that calmly and plausibly im¬ 
plies a new classic norm. See The Nation, April 25, 1942, 
500. 

Page 207. On the complex history of Russian literature 
since 1917, see the Outlines of Russian Culture previously 
cited, 74-121; Max Eastman’s Artists in Uniform, and 
the files of The New Masses. The emergence of a new 
poetic romanticism out of the very decadence of belated 
Symbolism is best illustrated by A. A. Blok (1880-1921). 

GOTHIC ROMANTICISM. Lest there be any doubt that 
cathedral architecture follows romantic principles of art 
despite its association with what now looks to us as a 
perfected social and intellectual order, I quote two authori¬ 
ties whose awareness of esthetic principles make them more 
valuable than ordinary critics — Thomas Hardy and Henry 
Adams. Hardy “knew that in architecture cunning irregu¬ 
larity is of enormous worth, and it is obvious that he carried 
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on into his verse ... the Gothic art-principle in which 
he had been trained — the principle of spontaneity, found 
in mouldings, tracery and such-like — resulting in the 
‘unforeseen’ . . . poetic veneer being what he, in com¬ 
mon with every Gothic student, had been taught to avoid 
like the plague. He . . . found for his trouble that some 
particular line of a poem exemplifying this principle was 
greeted with a would-be jocular remark that such a line 
‘did not make for immortality.’ The same critic might have 
gone to one of our cathedrals . . . and on discovering that 
the carved leafage of some capital or spandrel in the best 
period of Gothic art strayed freakishly out of its bounds 
over the moulding, where by rule it had no business to be, 
or that the enrichments of a string-course were not evenly 
spaced; or that there was a sudden blank in a wall where 
a window was to be expected from formal measurement, 
have declared with equally merry conviction, ‘This does 
not make for immortality.’” {Later Years of Thomas 
Hardy, 78-79) 

HENRY ADAMS: “Chartres expressed, besides whatever 
else it meant, an emotion, the deepest man ever felt — the 
struggle of his own littleness to grasp the infinite.” Gothic 
work displays “an amount of intelligence that we shall 
never learn enough to feel our incapacity to understand. 
. . . The architect made the material yield to his object 
whenever he thought it worth while.” Viollet-le-Duc 
teaches that “the Chartres scheme is unorthodox, not to say 
heretical . . .” yet it shows a “large mind that overrules 
. . . [and] a strong will that defies difficulties.” And to 
conclude: “. . . we can leave Delacroix and his school to 
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fight out the battle they began against Ingres and his school 
. . . nearly a hundred years ago. . . . Ingres held that the 
first motive in color-decoration was line, and that a picture 
which was well-drawn was well-enough colored. Society 
seemed, on the whole, to agree with him. Society in the 
twelfth century agreed with Delacroix. The French held 
then that the first point in color decoration was color, and 
they never hesitated to put theirs where they wanted it, 
or cared whether a green camel or a pink lion looked like 
a dog or a donkey, provided they got their harmony or 
value.” — Mont-Saint-Michel and Chartres [quoted or para¬ 
phrased], 106, III, 116, 125-126, 138 

Page 208. CLASSICAL STATES CLASH, and from Caesar to 
Hitler runs the “classical series.” This is implicit in the 
historical view taken in this book. I know some critics pre¬ 
fer to find classicism in the beliefs of some isolated writer 
of any period, whose theory or practice remains an in¬ 
dividual perfection, e.g. Sophocles or Fielding. But such 
an example corresponds to a single model of virtue in the 
midst of a licentious age. The concrete results of ideals, 
in art, conduct, and the social order are their proper test, 
which is therefore historical. Blake’s testimony is worth 
hearing, due allowance being made for his usual brevity of 
expression: “There are States in which all Visionary Men 
are accounted Mad Men; such are Greece and Rome . . . 
Empire against Art —See Vergil’s Eneid, vi, 848 [which 
says] ‘Let others study Art: Rome has somewhat better 
to do, namely War and Dominion.’ Grecian is Mathemati¬ 
cal Form: Gothic is Living Form . . . The Classics! it is 
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the Classics, and not Goths nor Monks that Desolate Eu¬ 
rope with Wars.” — The Laocoon Group, etc., Poetry and 
Prose, ed. Keynes, 764-768 

Page 208. DOROTHY sAYERs’s words come from Gaudy 
Night, London, 1935, 7th ed., 350. 

Pages 211-212. Those of professor babbitt come from 
Democracy and Leadership, 1924, 143, 182. Throughout 
Babbitt’s works, what is conveyed is chiefly that feeling of 
impatient distaste for the romanticist outlook and its legacy 
which a clergyman of the eighties uttered when he ex¬ 
ploded about “this so-called nineteenth century!” Mr. 
Babbitt’s observations are either partial, in the sense of 
excessively incomplete, or self-contradictory; and he ends 
up, as I say in the text, wanting a little of both that which 
he likes and that which he attacks. His inconsistencies are 
typical of all neo-classicism. He wishes to be “realistic” 
and says that struggle is built into the universe, and so com¬ 
plains of “humanitarians.” But he assails romanticism as a 
stimulus to the elan vital of men and nations, which pro¬ 
duces — struggle. In literature he wants “action, not revery” 
(presumably a blow at Rousseau) but man’s greatness is 
thereupon said to be, not his power to act, but his power 
to refrain from acting. Mr. Babbitt wishes to read works 
imbued with “rationality and strict causal connection” 
which he thinks likely to “satisfy the standards of poetry 
without offending the standards of prose,” but he deplores 
“the warfare between a Reason that presumes unduly and 
a Faith that has got itself more or less identified with 
credulity.” He wants leadership and obedient following, 
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but he praises Buddha for having forbidden his disciples 
to talk politics. Finally — his worst offense — he believes 
that the authors he most admires, like Dante, Racine, Pope, 
have “it is hardly necessary to say . . . not been at war 
with their public.” The critic is here at war with the facts. 
At his death, he was editing Buddha and studying his doc¬ 
trine for views that would not be tainted with the J7?action 
and Mm:onsciousness of romanticism, while they would be 
free from active purposes of empire — in short, a solution 
through joyous renunciation, and long-suffering quietness. 
— On Being Creative, 252-254 
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264, 267; and fascism, 132, 214; 
and history, 326 

Datz, P., quoted on poetry, 312 
Daumier, rediscovered by Post-Im¬ 
pressionists, 158 
David, J.-L., 102 

Davidson, John, poet and naturalist, 
157; R. M. Wenley on, 306 
Davy, Sir Humphry, mountaineer¬ 
ing with Wordsworth, 90; poetic 
gifts, 91 

DEATH, romantic theme, 127,199; 
in classic period, 255; death wish, 
116, 125, 285 

Debussy, romantic roots, 139; 

modem bitterness, 176 
Declaration of Independence, 40, 
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DEISM. See RELIGION 
Dekker, Swinburne on, 220 
Delacroix, 9; divided palette, 10; 
disclaimed title “romantic,” 12; 
as an observer, 88; quoted on 
academic training, loi; powers 


of work, 112; Death of Sardana- 
palus, 136; and Impressionism, 
139, 151, 301, 302; and Realism, 
149; portrait of Bruyas, 150-151; 
and Daumier, 158; and Gothic 
art principle, 328-329 
Delibes, 172 

Delille, Abbe, 82, 271; quoted on 
Shakespeare, 272 

DEMOCRACY, lo-ii, 202; Rous¬ 
seau on, 36; its use of coercion, 
45; connection with romantic 
art, 97; Babbitt on, 183, 212, 319; 
delayed action, 201, 209; counter- 
bid to fascism, 203; and citizen¬ 
ship, 222; Carlyle on, 243; Aris¬ 
totle against, 243; abuse of, 249 
De Morgan, A., quoted on new 
Genesis, 297 

De Quincey, opium dreams, 92, 
114, 125; powers of work, 114- 
115; Sackville West’s life of, 119, 
276; on romantic contrasts, 236; 
on romantic realism, 280; on 
Wordsworth, 289; on effect of 
revolution, 295 

Descartes, 57, 61; Treatise on the 
Passions, 74, 262-263; celestial 
mechanics, 76; illegitimate daugh¬ 
ter, 120-121; Discourse on 
Method, i22ff., 290; attacked by 
Pascal, 269, by Boileau, 270; not 
a Cartesian, 269; character, 291 
Deschanel, E., 253 
DeVoto, Bernard, quoted, 224 
De Vries, H., 159 
Dewey, John, 21 

Dickens, realistic novelist, 148, 292, 
298-299; and Naturalism, 158; 
and food, 178; and popular art, 
206; Our Mutual Friend, 148, 
300; David Copperfield, 219; 
Chesterton on, 205-206, 219, 326 
DICTATORSHIP. See FASCISM, 
Hitler, Napoleon 

Diderot, 31; KameatCs Nephew, 77; 
evolutionism, 77; sentimentality. 
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io6; powers of work, ii6; Sup¬ 
plement au Voyage de Bougain¬ 
ville^ 240; analysis of feeling, 
264-265; on the Cuckoo and the 
Nightingale, 266, 311; on Rich¬ 
ardson, 264 

Dobree, Bonamy, quoted, 226 
Donne, 313 
Dom, Walter L., 246 
Dos Passos, quoted, 220-221, 223 
Dostoevski, a naturalist, 157; 
“Grand Inquisitor,” 207-208; and 
sex, 318 

Dowden, on Shelley, 87, 275; on 
literature and revolution, 295 
Downes, O., quoted on Berlioz, 
218; on Brahms, 219 
DREAM (S), 82, 84, 199; De Quin- 
cey and Coleridge, 92, 94, 100; 
Holderlin and Gerard de Nerval, 
94; Shelley, 100; Keats, 120; and 
Symbolism, 157; and modem ego, 
3 ” 

Dreiser, Theodore, quoted, 221- 
222 

Drucker, Peter F., 28, 243; quoted, 
31, 202, 223, 241; on the Abso¬ 
lute, 209; on cult of Reason, 239 
Dry den, 57; his religion, 67; at¬ 
tacks Shadwell in MacFlecknoe, 
118; Arnold’s view, 149; neo¬ 
classic modeh 200; prefaces, 258 
Ducasse, Isidor, 173 
Dumas, 9, 292 

Dunning, W. A., on General Mc¬ 
Clellan, 121, 290 
Dyer, John, 134 

Eastman, Max, 327 
EGO. See MODERN EGO 
EGOTISM, individual, ii; roman¬ 
tic, 99, 116, 277; paralyzes, 114; 
modem, see MODERN EGO; 
anarchical, 132; Pascal on, 162 
Einstein, 160 

Eliot, George, realistic novelist, 
148; and Naturalism, 158, 274 
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Eliot, T. S., 21, 166, 222; small out¬ 
put, 116, 170, 314; quoted on 
modem culture, 164, 210; Geron- 
tion, quoted, 165, 309; Sweeney 
among the Nightingales, 166, 266; 
Boston Evening Transcript, 167; 
Ash Wednesday quoted, 168, 
309; on the Serpentine, 170; on 
Milton, 173; French poets’ in¬ 
fluence on, 175; need for dogma, 
181; Idea of a Christian Society, 
208; and Rousseau, 209; and 
Tradition, 210; uneasiness, 309; 
Wasteland, 311; After Strange 
Gods, 326 

Ellis, H., and psychology of sex, 
178; quoted on form, 216; De 
Voto on, 224; From Rousseau to 
Proust, 316 

Emerson, 9, 293; quoted on money 
and roses, 308 

EMOTION(S), romantic, 6, 17, 20, 
io9ff., 120, i23fT., 132, 217, 221, 
224; Weber’s, 18; and Rousseau, 
31; classical, 59, 61, 62, 63ff., 7off., 
126, 196, 217, 256, 260, 262; and 
social rank, 65; Dr. Johnson’s, 
67, 121; Spinoza’s view, 71-72, 
261; Blake’s view, 73, 284; destroy 
classicism, 75; common — treated 
by Wordsworth, 85, 206; con¬ 
ventionally aroused, 106-107; 
Werther, 107-108; test of, 103, 
105-106, 109; crises in romantic 
lives, 123-124; P. E. More on, 
125; Victorian expression of, 141, 
148; modern distmst of, 163^., 
177, 222-223; stimulus to reason, 
i93ff., 222, 237, 323-324; Burke’s, 
237, 244-245; Newman on man’s, 
241; Descartes’s view, 74,262-263; 
Diderot’s view, 265; Reynolds on, 
267; W. James on, 284-285 

ENERGY, and social reconstruc¬ 
tion, 23, 187, 206, 230, 246; and 
the state, 51, 189; romantic, 53, 
noff., 116, 124, 130-131, 175, 192, 
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206, 224, 241, 263, 293-294; classi¬ 
cal channels for, 64!!.; Blake on, 
73, 262, 284; Hume on, 74-75; 
and biology, 78; preached by 
Byron and Rousseau, 108, by 
Burke, 294; test of thought, no, 
125, 284-285; embodied in Napo¬ 
leon, III, 187-188, 191, 294; cult 
of, ii2ff., 192, 198; James on, 
190, 284; in classicist philoso¬ 
phers, 269; Babbitt on, 330; 
heroism, 130-131, 195-196, 215, 

England, use of “romantic” in, 13; 
political development, 43; Re¬ 
form Bill of 1832, 47, 141; French 
manners under Stuarts, 56; wor¬ 
ship of highwaymen, 66; seen 
by Shelley, 86, 180; ideas on 
Leigh Hunt, 120; and romanti¬ 
cism, 135, 192, 222, 288, 294; 
Elizabethan, 145, 175, 220; mod¬ 
em — at war, 203 

ENLIGHTENMENT. See RA¬ 
TIONALISM 

ESCAPE, 19, 23-24, 82, 104, 108, 
115, 174, 193, 201, 214, 234 

Espronceda, 137 

Euripides, 94, 286; art of, 321 

Ewald, Oscar, 251; quoted, 225- 
226 

EXOTICISM, romantic, 20, 84, 

128, 223, 310; modem, 309-310 

Falangism, 203 

FANTASTIC, in art, 93; sym¬ 
phony by Berlioz, 93 

Faraday, 91, 277 

FASCISM, “inspired by roman¬ 
tics,” I, 3, 9-11, 20, 28, 40-41, 

129, 132, 196, 197, 214, 215, 221, 
222, 233, 247; and forces of na¬ 
ture, 8; and political force, 10; 
Spanish war against, 177; modem 
appeal of, 182, 203; not racial, 
190; passion and fury of, 195, 
325; attacks industrial problem, 


202; “populist” tone, 205; and 
biological Darwinism, 132, 214; 
lacks political theory, 249 
Fausset, Hugh F., quoted, 225, 230 
Faust -ian, a bible of romanticism, 
13, i22ff.; exhibits “two souls,” 
70; on action, 78; supernatural 
in, 92; and the fantastic, 93; clas¬ 
sic-romantic interlude, 113; com¬ 
pared with Discourse on Method, 
i22lf.; and the emotions, 125, 
237; Gretchen described, 126; in 
Faust symphony, 170; striving, 
129-131, 188-189; quoted on 

proper goal of man, 133, 293; 
and Madame Bovary, 145; wit 
in, 167; Greek mythology in, 
274; Korff quoted on, 293; on 
treatment of Nature, 297 
Faust Symphony (Liszt), 170 
FEMINISM, 127, 177 
Fenelon, 60, 253 

Ferguson, Wallace K., quoted on 
Renaissance, 233 
Fergusson, Sir Adam, 319 
Ferrero, G., 243 
Feuerbach, 143, 298 
Feydeau, 300 

Fichte, accused of fascism, 41, 44; 
exonerated of charge, 45!!.; Ad¬ 
dresses to the German Nation, 
46; ultimate goal, 46, 249; emo¬ 
tional crisis, 123; national pride, 
249-250; economic nationalism, 

251 

Fielding, 106, 329 
Fievee, Jean, quoted, 247-248 
Figgis, J. N., 306 
Fitts, Dudley, 222 
Fitzgerald, Edward, 318 
Flaubert, debt to romanticism, 139, 
299; Madame Bovary, 145; ro¬ 
mantic youth of, 146, 297; ex¬ 
emplifies Realism, 146, 148, 150, 
300; Salammhd, 154-155; becomes 
a symbolist, 154; Temptation of 
St, Anthony y 154-155 
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Folk, art, 84, 229; music, 84; bal¬ 
lads, 85; imagery, 93; and na¬ 
tionality, 128-129, 219, 222; Ger¬ 
man — lore survives classicism, 

135. See also NATION 
FORCE, and fascism, 10, 40, 203- 

204; glorified, 20; and justice, 45; 
inadequacy, 50; and Louis XIV, 
56; and classicism, 65, 329-330; 
and French Revolution, 129, 187; 
Victorian substitute for, 141; 
Realism relies on, 142-144; re¬ 
quired for “Order,” 18iff.; and 
romanticism, i87ff., 192 
FORM(S), classic, 82, 201, 229, 321; 
romantic, 83, 88-89, n7i 229, 230, 
275-276, 282; rise of new, 135; 
follow inner logic, 140; the novel, 
147-148; popular, 206, 319; nat¬ 
ural, 281 

Forster, E. M., quoted on history, 
141; diffidence, 309 
Forster, John, 300 
Foscolo, and Napoleon, iii 
Fourier, 131, 143 

France, classical seventeenth-cen¬ 
tury, 49, 55, 69, 182, 25ifT., 260- 
261, 270; culture imposed on 
Europe, 55-56, 134, 137; Goethe 
on, 130; literature of — in Ger¬ 
many, 134; politics delay culture, 

136, 192; official anti-romanti¬ 
cism, 173, 174, 317; romantic 
fling, 187, 222; Napoleonic, 189, 
247-248; Restoration, 192, 238; 
revolution (1940), 202 

France, Anatole, 276 
Franck, Cesar, as neo-classicist, 153 
Francois, A., 283 
Franke, Carl, 304 
Frederick the Great, 251 
Frederick William IV, 298 
FREEDOM, Schelling on, 18; 
Rousseau on, 35, 40; Humboldt, 
Kant, and MiU on, 47; Spinoza 
on, 72-73; Napoleon enemy of, 
in; romantic goal, 117, 124, 
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i4iff., 192; Faust quoted on, 133; 
moral — curtailed by Victorians, 
141; Hegel on modern, 250; 
modern appeals to, 203 

FRENCH REVOLUTION. See 
REVOLUTION 

Freud, and irrationalism, 16, 323; 
repression, 71; anticipated by 
Shelley, 87; by the romantics, 
93, 277, 307; by Hazlitt, 114; 
and mechanistic psychology, 
159; his irrelevant materialism, 
179; on sex, 179; and “romantic 
psychology,” 306; and psycho¬ 
analysis, 179, 318; and biography, 

319 . 

Friedrich, H., 317 

Furlan, B., 243 

Galiani, 311 

Gardens, eighteenth-century, 76, 
216 

Gauguin, Paul, quoted on Van 
Gogh, 220 

Gautier, “naturalistic” verses 
quoted, 303 

Gentz, Friedrich, life and work, 
112, 251 

George, A. J., 316 

Gericault, 137 

Germany, and the romantics, 4, 9, 
13, 18, 44ff., 51, i29fT., 134, 192, 
214, 215, 219, 221, 247, 277; mod¬ 
ern, 28, 187, 188; Fichte’s views 
on, 46, 249; Hegel’s, 47, 250; As¬ 
sembly of 1848, 48; “Faustian” 
spirit, 70, 187; decline of Ra¬ 
tionalism, 78; Romantic School, 
13, 116, 120, 124, 141, 167, 272; 
Protestant Revival, 131, 215; 

Wartburg Festival, 132; Mme. de 
Stael on, 133, 136, 191; revolu¬ 
tion (1933), 202; and music, 216; 
national pride, 249ff, 

Gibbon, 106; quoted, 217; Landor 
on, 273 

Giese, W. F., quoted, 224 
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Gifford, William, quoted on Haz- 
litt, 273 

Gilbert, W. S., 154 
Gillot, H., quoted, 254, 260 
Gissing, Realism of New Grub 
Street, 147; quoted on word “re¬ 
alistic,” 299-300 

Glinka, and “Russian Five,” 139 
Goethe, 3, 9, 96, 124, 137, 167, 294; 
a romantic, 12, 134, 237, 268, 274, 
284, 287-288; not a romantic, 13, 
287; and Diderot, 77; on action 
the first law, 78; as an observer, 
87; poetic forms, 89, 275; scien¬ 
tific studies, 91, 112, 131, 267, 
275, 297; demonology of Faust, 
92, 210, 237; comment on 

Werther, 107, 285; and Napo¬ 
leon, III; life and works, 112, 
289; on romantic “disease,” 113; 
test of egotism, 113-114, 166; 
complains of public, 117; com¬ 
pared with Descartes, i22ff.; and 
Spinoza, 124, 131; quoted on 
hatred of French, 130, 292-293; 
Gbtz von Berlichingen, 135; 
change of manner, 140, 287; epi¬ 
grams, 168; Olympian old age, 
171, 174, 291; on “spirit that 
denies,” 210, 237; on Shakespeare, 
287; Horen and Xeniefi, 288; 
Poetry and Truth, 289; as Nat¬ 
uralist, 303, 313; and Berlioz, 310; 
Elective Affinities, 311 
Gogol, split into “romantic” and 
“realist,” 103, 138, 283; as ro¬ 
manticist, 136; as realist, 147-148; 
bibliography, 282-283; nat¬ 
uralist, 303 

Goldsmith, Oliver, 236 
Goncourt, the brothers, 157 
Gooch, G. P., 246 
GOTHIC ARCHITECTURE, 
eighteenth-century taste for, 76; 
Hume, Wordsworth on, 85; 
nineteenth-century revival, 98; 
characteristics of, 145, 321, 327- 


329; monuments of superstition 
and barbarism, 190, 256, 258; 
flowering under disunity, 207; 
Hardy on, 327-328; Henry 
Adams on, 328-329; Blake on, 

329-330 

Gottsched, 82, 272 
Gounod, 172 

Goya, etchings of Peninsular war, 
9, 136; death, 137 

Grabo, Carl, on Shelley, 87, 119, 
290 

Gray, Cecil, 305 
Gray, Thomas, 264 
Great Cyrus, The, See Romances 
“Great Fear,” 242 
GREATNESS, and misery of man, 
24, 27, 30, 51, 70, 73, 79, 133, 187, 
193; A Time for — , 26; fixed, 
53, 64-65, 131; appeal to, 189, 
190; Guerard on, 325; Babbitt on, 
330. See also Pascal 
GREEK (S), romantics admired, 
21, 273-274, 230; neo-classics mis¬ 
led about, 56, 69, 153, 185, 323; 
eighteenth-century taste for, 76, 
83; sense of reality, 92-94; im¬ 
perialism, 232; romanticism in art 
of, 94; absence of repose, 321- 
322; J. J. Chapman on teaching 
of, 322; Blake on, 329 
Green, Julian, 290; quoted on 
Rousseau, 121; quoted on Hugo, 
279 

Green, T. H., 238 
Gregory, A., 295 
Greuze, 106 
Grevil, F., quoted, 227 
Grimm, Melchior von, 284 
Guerard, A., 3, 232; quoted on ro¬ 
mantic revolt, 325 
Gu6rin, Eugenie de, 149 
Guerin, Maurice de, 149 
Guizot, life and works, 112; on 
Shakespeare, Scott, and Cooper, 

233 

Gutmann, James, quoted, 277 
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Halevy, E., 296 
Hall, David, quoted, 218 
Handel, 57 

Hardy, T. H., quoted, 229; on ro¬ 
mance and reality, 280-281; ro¬ 
mantic roots and tastes, 304; on 
Gothic style of art, 327-328 
Harris, Frank, 290, 318 
Hartley, on sex, 75 
Hauptmann, G., 157 
Hawthorne, quoted on novel, 280 
Haydn, 88 

Hayes, C. J. H., on nationalism, 
292 

Hazlitt, 9, 91, 96; as an observer, 
87; and Napoleon, in; Liber 
Amoris, 114; Table Talk, 114; 
liberalism, 131; prose style, 273 
Hebert, 239 

Hegel, 3, 137, 298; theory of his¬ 
tory, 22, 246, 250, 326; accused of 
fascism, 41, 44, 215, 246; ex¬ 
onerated of charge, 45!!., 246- 
247; Philosophy of Right, 47, 
198, 246; on Reform Bill, 47; 
and Protestant Revival, 131; re¬ 
published in England, 247; nine¬ 
teenth-century opinions quoted, 
247; on hero worship, 293 
Heine, 9; classed with “Young 
Germany,” 13; wit in, 167; flip¬ 
pancy, 313 

Hemingway, E., 176, 297 
Henley, W. E., 157 
Herbert, George, modem admira¬ 
tion of, 177; his birthplace, 227 
Herder, and Spinoza, 124; 
Thoughts on History, 129, 292; 
Letters on Humanity, 292 
HEROISM. See ENERGY 
HERO WORSHIP. See Carlyle, 
Hegel, Louis XIV 
Herrick, Robert, quoted, 59, 252 
Hervey, Arthur, 305 
HISTORY, 4, 6, 12, 13, 14, 231; 
of ideas, how written, 15, 99-100, 
163; Hegel's theory, 22, 47, 246, 
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250, 326; Burke's theory, 42!?., 
244; rights based on, 43; distinct 
from principles, 51; or from free 
choice, 69, 139; new discipline in 
Romantic Period, 84, 113, 128, 
296; part of criticism, no; So- 
ciete (THistoire de France, 113; 
stimulates art, 117, i86ff.; suc¬ 
ceeds in Romantic Period, 117; 
of Descartes’s mind, 122-123; 
Herder's Thoughts on, 129; of 
Romanticism, 134!?.; “a mess,” 
141, 210, 233; turns realistic, 144; 
use in Salammbo, 154; of artistic 
ideals, 156-157, 200-201; destroys 
illusion of Golden Age, 183, 210; 
falls short of prophecy, 186; 
akin to romantic outlook, 109, 
196, 223, 244, 329; perpetual see¬ 
saw, 208; Guizot on, 233, 250; 
Comte and Saint-Simon on, 326 
Hitler, 8, 9, ii, 15, 28, 36, 132, 189, 
196, 197, 210, 233, 248, 260, 322, 

329 

Hobbes, and Rousseau, 40; on the 
state, 49; historical position, 50; 
autobiography, 109 
Hoffmann, E. T. W. (A.), visions 
of the fantastic, 92; death, 137; 
quoted on music, 306 
Hogben, L., 177 
Holderlin, 94, 137 
Homer, Achilles’ exploits in Iliad, 
94, 321; “perfect art,” loi; Hec¬ 
tor and Andromache, 179; “a 
foreigner,” 310; absence of dig¬ 
nified characters in, 321 
Hook, Sidney, quoted, 221 
Hopkins, G. M., 177 
Horace, Epistles, no; Boileau’s imi¬ 
tation of, 255, 258; translated by 
Roscommon, 258; and tradition, 
3 ” 

Houssaye, A., quoted, 285 
Huch, Ricarda, on romantic char¬ 
acter, 116, 288 

Huet, Abbe, on Louis XIV, 65, 257 
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Hugo, V., 3, 12, 91, 103, 213, 273, 
276, 303, 304, 313; opposed to 
Stendhal, 13; poetic diction, 22, 
278-279; prefaces compared to 
Boileau’s, 61; on Notre Dame, 
85; as an observer, 87; poetic 
forms, 89, 276, 279; religion, 92, 
220, 278-279; on dramatic char¬ 
acter of Romanticism, 97-98; his 
plays, 98; his Ninety-Three, 102; 
and Napoleon, iii; and the po¬ 
lice, 115; The Rhine and na¬ 
tionality, 129; liberalism, 131; 
quoted on socialism, 296-297; 
Cromwell, 136, 278; and Flau¬ 
bert, 139; realistic novelist, 147- 
148, 298-299; read aloud by Liszt, 
170, by Flaubert, 299; Olympian 
old age, 171, 174, 291; and Pascal, 
252; and Greek mythology, 274; 
M. Josephson on, 277; his merits 
assessed, 278-279; difficult career, 
115, 289; Flaubert on, 299; prose 
style, 323 
Huguenots, 61 

Humboldt, W. von, on liberalism, 

47 

Hume, on the passions, 74-75; 
Dialogues on Religion, 77; bi¬ 
ological views, 77; on fine writ¬ 
ing, 84, 274; on Gothic architec¬ 
ture, 85 
HUMOR, 169 
Hunt, Holman, 152 
Hunt, Leigh, Edmund Blunden on, 
119; quoted, 120; on Dante, 286 
Hutchins, President, quoted, 183, 

Huxley, A., 177 
Huygens, 268 

Huysmans, a naturalist, 157 


Ibanez, B., 304 
Ibsen, 157 

IDEALIZATION, romantic, qqff., 
126,198, 225, 226, 280-283; classic, 
I0I-I02; Aristotle on, 103; of 


woman, i26ff.; need for defini¬ 
tion, loi, 229 

IMAGINATION, and will power, 
72; and biological view of man, 
78; and romantic realism, 92, 280, 
291; of French Revolutionists, 
190; and Reason, 222, 225, 259; 
Coleridge on, 281 

IMPRESSIONISM, romantic ori¬ 
gin, 138, 198, 301; and Turner, 
i39» 15L 301; 3nd Ruskin, 151; 
in music, 155; in painting, de¬ 
fined, 156-157; continuation to¬ 
day, 200; and Constable, 301-302 
In Memoriam, 318 
INDIVIDUALISM, romantic trait, 
4, lo-ii, 16, 20, 123, 184-185, 187, 
193, 219; Rousseau and, 27, 40, 
198, 242; and fascism, 9-11, 28, 
249; and the state, 45, 63, 222, 
242; and German philosophy, 
47ff., 95, 250; is “chaos” to clas¬ 
sicist, 68, 258; actual diversity 
of mankind, 74, 193, 196; and 
biology, 78; and romantic art, 
95; and romantic success, 141, 
184; and Naturalism, 159; Bab¬ 
bitt quoted on, 211-212; Aris¬ 
totle on, 243; Hegel on, 247; 
Renaissance, 258 
Ingres, 181, 233, 329 
IRRATIONAL -ISM, romantic 
trait, 3, 15, 16, 220; classic view 
of, 63-64, 74, 262!?.; in Candide, 
74; in Diderot, 77; in romantic 
supernaturalism, 92-93; term of 
abuse, 15-16, 193-194, 221. See 
also WILL, ENERGY, REA¬ 
SON 

Italy, taught sixteenth-century 
France, 69; romanticism in Milan, 
136, 193; unified by force, 142; 
revolution (1922), 202; and 

music, 216 

Jacks, L. P., quoted, 226 
Jacobi, on Lessing’s Spinozism, 77- 
78; and Protestantism, 131 
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James, H., loo, 298; quoted on 
Balzac, 299; quoted on modem 
ego, 309 

James, W., called a romantic, 3, 
14, 188; fought romantics, 4; and 
irrationalism, 3, 15-16, 323; on 
will-power, 71-72; on perception 
guided by interest, 96; and 
Freud, neo-romantics, 159, 305; 
and American philosophy, 188; 
“Moral Equivalent of War,” 190; 
his Pragmatism applicable, 210- 
211; debt to — acknowledged, 
231; on sentimentality, 284-285; 
on F. W. H. Myers, 306 
Jefferson, Thomas, quoted, 273 
Jesus, 38, 70, 133, 184, 191, 194, 
220-221, 222, 241, 319 
Johnson, Samuel, 227, 290; charac¬ 
ter described, 67, 121, 257; great¬ 
ness as critic, 68; Landor on, 273 
Jones, Lewis Webster, quoted, 222- 

223 

Josephson, M., quoted, 277, 307, 
biography of Hugo, 278 
Joubert, on Napoleon Bonaparte, 
112, 287; Arnold on, 149 
Joyce, James, and language, 156, 
176; his life, 173 
JuUien, A., on Berlioz, 217 

Kant, 9, 124; and political theory, 
45, 198; Philosophy of Law, 
Perpetual Peace, 48; subjectivism 
in philosmjhy, 95; and Leibniz, 
269; Korft on —and Enlighten¬ 
ment, 293 

Karr, Alphonse, quoted, 247 
Kazin, A., quoted, 226 
Keats, 9, 137; on Newton, 90; not 
an enemy of science, 91, 277; 
strong intellect, 120; on death, 
127; Eve of St, Agnes and sym¬ 
bolism, 151; excepted from dis¬ 
like of romantics, 173 
Kemble, J. M., 297 
Khayyam, Omar, Rubaiyat of, 318 
Kipling, 220 


Kirk, E. K., quoted on marriage, 
218 

Kleist, H. von, his dramatic genius, 
98; character, 116; death, 137 
Klopstock, 107, 134 
Kohn, Hans, quoted, 222 
Korff, H. A., quoted on Faust and 
romanticism, 293 
Krasinski, 136 

Krzyzanowski, Julian, quoted, 237, 

295 

Kubla Khan, 94, 126, 282 


La Fontaine, his place under clas¬ 
sicism, 60, 62, 254; biography, 
253; love of nature, quoted on, 
254; views on art, 260; and 
Spinoza, 261 
Laforgue, 175 
La Harpe, quoted, 271 
Lahontan, 240 

Lamartine, 303; first work, 136; and 
Paul Morand, 311; and Unani¬ 
mism, 316 
Lamb, 9, 173, 302 
Lambert, Constant, quoted on ro¬ 
mantic music, 169-170, 313; on 
modern inhibitions, 176, 312; on 
modem composers, 181, 320 
Lamennais, Abbe, and Catholic 
Romanticism, 131; and modern 
“debunking,” 315 

Landor, 105, 216; quoted on Gib¬ 
bon, 273; as a poet, 291 
Lao-Tze, 222 
La Piana, G., 326 

La Rochefoucauld, 257; melan¬ 
choly, 67 

Lassalle, F., 297-298 
Lawrence, D. H., 217; “a roman¬ 
tic,” 177; on sex, 178; on modern 
ego, 309 

Lebrun, Charles, 62; artistic dicta¬ 
tor, 256 
Lebrun, E., 82 

Leibniz, 253; misinterpreted, 269 
Lenin, 326 
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Leonardo da Vinci, 12 
Leopardi, 12, 137; DialogueSy 107 
Lermontov, 136, 137 
Lessing, and Spinoza, 77-78, 268; 
and early romanticism, 134, 268; 
attacks French classicism, 135 
Letourneur, translates Shakespeare, 
105 

Lever, Charles, 228 
Lewes, G. H., 289 
LIBERALISM, Byron’s, 10, 96, 131; 
Weber’s, 18; Rousseau’s, 37; 
among romantics, 21, 131, 142, 
144, 298; Hegel’s, 45; Kant’s, 47- 
48; Dahlmann’s, 48; Hazlitt’s, 96, 
131; Hugo’s, 115, 131; Mazzini’s, 
115, 131; Guizot’s, 233 
LIBERTY. See FREEDOM 
Lincoln, 37-38 
Lippmann, Walter, 243 
L’Isle Adam, Villiers de, 304 
Lisle, Leconte de, neo-classicist, 

153 

List, Friedrich, 251, 297 
Liszt, energetic life, 113; Faust 
symphony, 170 

Livingstone, David, quoted, 228 
Locke, 39-40 

Lockhart, Life of Scott quoted, 

319 

Longinus, 258, 259 
Louis XIV, the classic monarch, 53, 
62, 187-188, 196, 250, 251; age of, 
56, Age of — (Voltaire), 60; 
bigotry, 60; crosses the Rhine 
(1672), 64; worship of, 64-65, 
255-256; his two souls, 80, 269; 
dictator, 191, 192 
Louis XVI, 84 

LOVE. See EMOTIONS and SEX 
Lovett, R. M., quoted, 215-216 
Lowell, Amy, 176 
Lowell Institute, i, 2 
Lucas, F. L., quoted, 225 
Lully, 57 
Luther, 15, 233 
Lyrical Ballads, 85 


Lytton, Edward Bulwer, quoted, 
230 

Macaulay, life and work, 112; 
quoted, 228 

McClellan, General, 121 
McGovern, W. M., From Luther 
to Hitler, 233 
Machiavelli, 40 
Mackenzie, 106 
Macpherson, 99 

Madame Bovary, bible of Realism, 
145, 154; Flaubert is the heroine, 

147 . 

Madelin, L., 242 

Maeterlinck, work set to music, 
155; and Symbolism, 157 
Magna Carta, 43 

Maintenon, Mme. de, 60, 80, 269 
Maistre, J. de, 44, 96, 319 
Maitland, quoted on romantic 
scholarship, 144, 297 
Mallarme, and Symbolism, 155, 157 
Malthus, 233, 325 
Mann, Thomas, quoted, 221, 225 
Manzoni, 9; and Napoleon, 111 
Marat, in Hugo’s novel, 103 
Marechal, C., 315 

Marivaux, sentimental heroes, 106, 
127, 264; and early romanticism, 
*34 

Marmontel, sentimentality, 106; in¬ 
fluence on J. S. Mill, 124; and 
early romanticism, 134 
Martinu, B., quoted on music, 307 
Marx, K., class representation, 38; 
force and materialism, 143, 206; 
scientific socialism, 144, 180, 182, 
200, 298; orthodox teachings, 
203; “romantic Manifesto,*' 215; 
and neo-Thomism, 326 
Massingham, H. W., quoted on 
Christianity, 220 

MATERIALISM, 324; eighteenth- 
century, 77, 245; opposed by ro¬ 
mantics, 84, 92, 132; favored by 
Realism, i42lf., 151, 155, 199; at- 
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tacked at turn of century, 159- 
160; in Freud, 179; in modern 
Russia, 206; in neo-Thomist 
thought, 326 
Maurois, A., 236 
Mayer, Carl, quoted, 215 
Mazzini, political life, 115, 131; 
biography, 119; romanticism, 
217; and Cavour, 297 
Mendelssohn, 88, 137 
Meredith, and Victorian morality, 
148; and Pre-Raphaelites, 152; 
prose style, 302 

METAPHYSICAL POETS, 173, 
1751 177 

METHODISM, 294 
Meyerbeer, 19, 149 
Michelangelo, 12, 266 
Mickiewicz, a romanticist, 9, 12, 
136; and Napoleon, 111; on man’s 
fate, 237 

MIDDLE AGES, return to, 20, 
141, 182; romantics admired, 21, 
83-84, 141, 223, 320; tradition of 
supernatural, 93; illusions about, 
183-184; maladministration, 184; 
architectural flowering, 207 
Mill, J. S., On Libertyy 47; crisis, 
123; and science, 131 
Millais, 152 

Milton, on cloistered virtue, 125; 
criticized by classicists, 271; T. S. 
Eliot on, 173 

Milyukov, Paul, 295, 327; quoted 
on Pushkin, 281-282; on Gogol, 
283 

Misanthrope. See Moliere: Alceste 
MODERN EGO, theme of the, 6, 
161-162, 186, 3o8ff.; on roman¬ 
ticism, I7ff., 68, 109, 115, 119- 
120, 139, 169, 196, 2i3ff., 306, 
3i4ff.; on beautiful and ugly, 103, 
168, 311-312; small output, 116; 
expressed in biographies, iiqff.; 
characteristics of, i63ff., 185, 186, 
222, 281; literary techniques, 165, 
167, 176; anger, 169; inhibitions. 
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169-170, 176, 180; preciosity, 177; 
“immaturity,” 180; yearns for 
peace, 183; on modem music, 
307; xenophobia, 309-310 
Moleschott, 143 

Moliere, his place under classicism, 
60-61, 62, 254, 257; Les Fre- 
cieuseSy 66; Alceste, 60, 80, 265; 
life and work, 253; views on art, 
260 

Montaiglon, on French academy, 
256 

Montaigne, 239 

Montesquieu, 40, 276; Persian Let¬ 
ters, 240; Germanism, 250 
Moody, W. V., quoted, 215-216 
Moore, George, 157 
Moore, Thomas, sworn at by 
Byron, 313 

Morand, Paul, quoted, 312 
More, P. E., drunkard simile, 125, 
291; opinions on his classicism, 
226 

Morris, William, poet and nat¬ 
uralist, 157; his daughter and 
G. B. Shaw, 179 
Moussorgsky, 158 
Mozart, pre-romantic, 88; rebels 
against servitude, 117; classical 
model, 181, 201; Magic Flute ro¬ 
mantic, 216 
Muir, Edwin, 317 
Muller, Adam, as political theorist, 
49 » 132* 251 

Mumford, Lewis, quoted, 230 
Murray, Gilbert, 185 
MUSIC, Weber’s, 17-20, 139, 233- 
234; Rousseau’s, 30, 39; roman¬ 
tic, 83, 88, 139, 216, 218-219; 
folk, 84; Berlioz’s, 88, 93, 112, 
119, 139, 140, 217, 218; Glinka 
and Russian, 139; realism in, 88, 
149; Wagner’s, 149, 155, 300; Im¬ 
pressionist, 155; Naturalist, 158, 
305; modern styles, 168, 175, 307; 
C. Lambert on, 170, 181, 305, 313, 
320; Stravinsky on, 171, 172, 
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181; orchestral, dethroned, 173; 
Bach’s, 218; nightingale’s, 266; 
bibliography, 305; criticism 
quoted, 306-307 

Musset, 303; Confessions of a Child 
of the Century, 107; character, 
108, 174, 285 

Mussolini, and Spain, 9; and Rous¬ 
seau, 36; speeches of, 188; appeal 
to energies of men, 189; control 
of art, 260-261 

Napoleon I, made clean sweep, 
22, 117, 197-198, 243, 295; and 
German philosophers, 46, 132; ag¬ 
gressor and tyrant, 46, 135, 189, 
196, 247, 248-249; his failure and 
his example, 50, 210, 287, 293; in¬ 
fluence on romantics, iiiff., 136, 
147, 294, 296, 322; J. P. Bish^ 
on, 147; cultural character, i86ff., 
191-193, 323; defined by Karr, 
247; Byron quoted on, 287; 
Chateaubriand quoted on, 294; a 
son of the Enlightenment, 187, 
322 Napoleon III, 142 

NATION -ALITY -ALISM, regi¬ 
mented nation(s), ii, i9off., 202; 
sense of — in Rousseau, 44, 245, 
in de Maistre, 44; in Germany, 
46; self-worship, 64, 188, 249!!.; 
and neo-classicism, 68, 204, 329- 
331; in Romantic Period, 79, 128, 
132, i34ff., 141, 142, 144, 198, 219, 
296; cultural — defined, i28fF., 
142, 198, 204, 206; balance of na¬ 
tions, 200, 202, 208, 330; in popu¬ 
lar art, 205; bibliography, 292; 
Goethe on, 130, 292; Herder on, 
129, 292; modem xenophobia, 

309-310 

National Socialism. See FASCISM 

NATURAL RIGHTS. See NA¬ 
TURE 

NATURALISM, romantic origin, 
138, 198, 303£F.; opposes Sym¬ 
bolism, 157; creed defined, 158- 


159, exemplified, 302!!.; and 
science, 158, 159, 160; continua¬ 
tion today, 175, 200; Hardy’s de¬ 
fined, 280; bibliography, 304-305 
NATURE, Byron on forces of, 8; 
“Back to — ,” 20, 27, 32ff.; man’s 
place in, 31, 234!!.; Rousseau’s 
definition of, 32-34; rights based 
on, 34, 40, 43, 225, 239; classic 
view of, 56-57, 7ofT., 196; evil 
forces in, 92-93; love of, 10, 104, 
221, 254, 270, 298; in art, 156-157, 
280-281, 297; natural goodness, 
241; Voltaire and, 241; national 
character, 250 

NEO-THOMISM, at Chicago, 53, 
321; at large, 181, 203, 270; aims 
of, 182; Aquinas’s Surnma, 183, 
184; and Marxism, 326 
Nerval, G. de, 94, 137, 279, 302 
'New Helo'ise, 126 
NEW HUMANISM, 183. See also 
Babbitt, Eliot, Hutchins, Tate, 
and CLASSICISM (Neo-) 
Newbolt, Henry, quoted, 262 
Newman, Ernest, 300 
Newman, J. H., and Oxford Move¬ 
ment, 131; Lytton Strachey on, 
171; on man’s nature, 241 
Newton, 57, 233; system of na¬ 
ture, 67, 143; celebrated by 

Wordsworth, 90, 277; modified 
by Einstein and Planck, 160 
Nicolson, Harold, quoted, 216; on 
Victor Hugo, 316 
Nietzsche, fought romantics, 4; and 
irrationalism, 3, 16, 323; neo¬ 
romantic, 159, 305-306; ethics, 
269; and sexuality, 318 
NIGHTINGALE, symbolic of 
poetry, 166, 167, 168, 266, 311- 

312 

Noailles, Mme. de, quoted on Ver¬ 
laine, 316 

“Noble Savage,” 27, 32-^3; un¬ 
clothed, 55 
Nodier, 276 
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Novalis, 91, 96, 137; character, 116, 
120; wit in, 167 

Of Human Freedom (Schelling), 
18; Of Human Freedom (Bar- 
zun), 162, 191, 306, 316, 323 
Oken, 91 

Orage, A. R., on biography, 315; 

on reason and will, 323 
ORDER. See CLASSICISM, IN¬ 
DIVIDUALISM, ROMANTI¬ 
CISM, FORM 
Ortega y Gasset, 202 
Osborn, A. M., on Burke and Rous¬ 
seau, 238, 244 
Ossian, 191, 274 
Our Mutual Friend^ 148, 300 
Overstreet, H., quoted, 180, 219, 

319 

Owen, Robert, 131 

Paganini, energetic life, 112-113 
Page, H. A., 236, 280 
PAINTING, romantic, 10, 12, 88, 
loi, 102, 112, 136, 137, 139, 149, 
150-151, 158, 179, 281, 301; Real¬ 
istic, i49flF., 300-302; and the 
theater, 149; and Wagner, 149, 
155, 300; and Symbolism, see IM¬ 
PRESSIONISM; Pre-Raphaelite, 
138, 151, 154, 302; Baltimore ex¬ 
hibition of romantic — , 214; 

seventeenth-century French, 57, 
256; Reynolds on, 266-267 
Paley, 82, 325 

Palmer, John, 254; quoted, 253 
PANTHEISM, romantic, 20, 25, 
79, 131, 132, 268; Diderot’s, 77 
Parker, H. T., 322 
Parkes, H. B., quoted, 226 
Pascal, on man’s fate, 24, 51, 70, 73, 
79 , U 3 i 187. i 93 » 1991 2341 293; 
rediscovered by romantics, 25, 
72; similarity with Rousseau, 30, 
31, 235, 263, with Burke, 42, 237, 
244, with Chateaubriand, 136, 236, 
with Schiller, 235, with De 
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Quincey, 236, with Byron, 236, 
with von Weber, 236, with 
Mickiewicz, 237, with Carlyle, 
237; with Goethe, 237; with 
Schleiermacher, 238, with Blake, 
262, 305, with Hugo, 296, with 
Hardy, 304; undermines clas¬ 
sicism, 58, 25iff., 269; his religion, 
60, 62, 252; reason and heart, 71; 
on duty of thinking, 72; on 
wager, 79; on authorship, 118; 
on ego, 162; on Noble Savage, 
239; read romances, 257; on 
poetry, 275 
Fatience, 154 

Peacock, T. L., 233; as a poet, 291; 

satirizes medievalists. 320 
Pepys, quoted, 227; on Shakespeare, 

327 

Pergolese, 181 
Perrault, 254 

Perry, R. B., quoted, 226 
Peter the Great, 44 
PIETISM, also rational, 8; in 
classical centuries, 60; in German 
nationalism, 253; in Europe since 
1500, 294 
Pindar, 259 
Pinson, K., 253, 292 
Pitt, William the Younger, 233 
Planck, M., 160 

Plato, on soul as charioteer, 70, 
125, 261; on the life of thought, 
no; Symposium^ 125; modem 
use of, 182, 194; Republic and 
Laws, 194, 207; political theorise, 
204; Phaedrus, 261; and Tradi¬ 
tion, 310; Shelley on, 325 
PLURALISM, in man’s world, 13- 
14, 20-22, 25, 53, 55, 73, 183-185, 
236; in romantic art and thought, 
58, 79, 83, 96-98, 100, 127-128, 
167, 181, 187, 198; in nationalities, 
128-129, 207, 208; James’s view, 
210-211 
Plutarch, 190 

Poe, on death, 127; scientific stories 
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and critical work, ibid.^ quoted, 
185; character, 285; translated by 
Baudelaire, 302 

Poland, romantic literature, 136- 
137, 295; revolution (1926), 202 
Pope, Alexander, 57; adolescent 
melancholy, 67; Dunciad, 67; 
hatred of fools, 68; quoted on 
fashions, 75; falsifications, 121; 
Arnold’s view of, 149; neo-classic 
model, 201, 331; and romantic 
gardens, 216; quoted on folly, 
227; transcribes Chaucer, 259; 
on emotion, 262; Babbitt on, 331 
“POPULISM,” defined, 202ff. 
POST-IMPRESSIONISM, 158, 
175, 198 

Potter, Stephen, quoted, 217 
Pound, Ezra, quoted, 164, 308; and 
French poets, 175; influence on 
Eliot, 175, 309 

Poussin, difficulties with authority, 
62; his letters, no 
Pradon, Racine’s rival, 118 
PRAGMATISM, pragmatic test, 
10, 51, 55. 94» 209, 329; prag¬ 

matism defined, 210, 211; prag¬ 
matic use of past, 320 
Pre-Raphaelite Brotherhood, ro¬ 
mantic roots, 138, 151, 154; 

Ruskin and, 151, 302; early group 
like, 302; and short-cut to 
beauty, 303 

Prevost, Abbe, 106, 264 
Price, Richard, 237 
PRIMITIVISM, social, 31, 51, 239- 
240; artistic, 82, 151, 220, 223, 
302; philosophical, 95 
Prometheus, 93 

PROTESTANTISM, and Rous¬ 
seau, 30; in Romantic Period, 79, 
131; modern revival, —see 
also CATHOLICISM (Anglo-); 
Reformation source of our trou¬ 
bles, 182, of our freedom, 250; 
Methodism, 294; and Golden 
Age, 320 


Proudhon, 143 

Proust, and language, 156; his life, 
173; quoted on Hugo, 279; and 
democratic tastes, 317 

Pushkin, 8, 9, 313; and Byron, 137; 
change of manner, 140; early 
attitude, 166; in modem Russia, 
207; views on Romanticism, 281- 
282 

Puvis de Chavannes, neo-classicist, 

153-154 

Pye, 82; Alfred quoted from, 272 

QUIETISM, 294. See also PIE^ 
TISM 

Quintana, R., on Swift, 261-262 

RACE, Herder on, 129, 292; not 
cause of fascism, 190; form of 
fascist exclusivism, 204; and ori¬ 
gins of liberty, 250; bibliography, 
292 

Rachmaninoff, 218 

Racine, 57; his religion, 60, 269; 
quarrel with his critics, 60; 
prefaces to his plays, 61; repre¬ 
sentative classicist, 67, 68, 201, 
260; poem on his “two souls,” 80, 
269; Andromaque, 102; rival of 
Corneille, 118; love affairs, 120; 
innovator, 254, 286; diction, 259; 
Stendhal on, 286; Babbitt on, 331 

Raleigh, Walter, 270 

Rameau, 57; Rameau*s Nephew, 
see Diderot 

Raphael, 258, 266 
RATIONAL -ISM, 6; false mean¬ 
ings of, 7-8, 194; age of, 14, 22, 
24-25, 3off., 45, 52ff„ 74, 75, 77, 
187, 190, 197, 223, 253, 254, 277, 
293; Voltaire’s, 33-34, 74; de¬ 
luded hopes of, 31, 44; destroyed 
itself, 77, 197, 277; opposed to 
Shakespeare, 104; and Christian¬ 
ity, 195; Havelock Ellis and, 224; 
and citizenship, 222-223; and 
ethics, 264 
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Reade, Charles, and naturalism, 158 

REALISM, political, 4, 39, 202, 
298; scientific, 143-144, 297; liter¬ 
ary, 6, 81, 103, 147-148, 149, 219, 
224, 257, 27ofF., 28off., 296^., 301; 
social, 18-19, 23, 31, 193, 201; 
artistic, 39, 99, i49ff.; romanti¬ 
cism is, 8ifF., 109, 219, 223, 229, 
27off., 28off., 297!?.; among the 
Greeks, 93-95; De Quincey’s, 94; 
with a capital “R,” 138, i4off., 
157, 199; defined, 141!?., 229, 230; 
and the novel, 147-148, 154, 219; 
in music, 88, 149; and Pre- 

Raphaelites, 151, 152, 154; in¬ 
adequacies, 152, 155, 158^.; and 
Post-Impressionists, 158; and 
modernism, 175, 176; and sex, 218; 
Le Realisme, 300; and Natural¬ 
ism, 302 

REALPOLITIK, 142, 202, 298 
REASON, age of, jee RATION¬ 
ALISM; use of, in eighteenth 
century, 8, 259; worship of, 190, 
239; revolt from, 20, 35, 77, 193, 
277; Rousseau on, 35, 263-264; 
Burke on, 237, 263; classic view 
of, 57, 63flF., 7off., 123, 196, 262ff., 
270; seventeenth-century mean¬ 
ing, 66; charioteer myth, 70; 
Spinoza on, 71; physical and 
mathematical, 57, 76; in roman¬ 
ticism, 120, 222, 225; modern 
cant about, 221, 222; and 

aviation, 212; W. T. Stace on, 
323; A. R. Orage on, 323; Gra¬ 
ham Wallas on, 324; A. Birrell 
on, 324; Oscar Wilde on, 324; 
Babbitt on —in art, 330; against 
Faith, 330 

Reid, L. Amaud, quoted, 229, 275 

RELIGION, 20, 25, 324; Kant on, 
47; romantic heresies in, 53, 131, 
182, 268; classical, 59, 64, 265; ro¬ 
mantic, 79, 117, 131, 132, 191, 192, 
217, 220, 221-222, 234ff., 268; war¬ 
fare with science, 91; in modem 
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poetry, 177; modem loss of faith, 
180, 245; and neo-classicism, 205; 
and fascism, 221; Pascal’s, 60, 62, 
252, 268; Rousseau’s, 235, 270; 
Hugo’s, 92, 220, 279; Pietism, 
Methodism, Quietism, 294 
RENAISSANCE, use of term, 12, 
14, 100; Corneille and, 60; Clas¬ 
sicism and, 68, 79, 257-258, 274; 
Elizabethan, 145; in Browning’s 
poems, 148; undisciplined, 183; 
romanticism and, 68, 145, 175, 
232-233, 258, 274, 320; mythol- 

ogy> 274 

Renouvier, on Hugo, 279, 285; on 
Racine and Shakespeare, 285-286 
Retz, Cardinal de, 120 
REVOLUTION, of today, 4, 185, 
186, 20iff.; French (1789), 22, 27, 
29, 41, 47, 117, 128, i86ff., 197, 
201, 205, 215-216, 219, 237, 239, 
242, 248, 295, 296, 322-323; Rous¬ 
seau and, 29, 31, 34, 197, 240-241; 
at large, 42-43; and society, 50; 
Puritan, 43, 196; Hegel associ¬ 
ated with, 45, 247; forbidden by 
Hobbes, 49; “Biological —,” see 
Biology; romantics’ knowledge 
of, 117, 251; forestalled by Vic- 
torianism, 141; Hegel on, 47, 247; 
and art, 191, 323, 326; of 1830 and 
1848, 142; and romanticism, 22, 
117, 187-188, 190, 193, 215-216, 

295 

Reynolds, G. F., quoted, 216 
Reynolds, Joshua, Discourses on 
Art summarized, 266-267; Blake 
on, 267 

Richardson, 106, 264 
Rimbaud, and symbolism, 155, 157; 
his life admired, 173; D. Saurat 
on, 173, 316 

Robespierre, 29; in Hugo’s novel, 
103; control of art, 192; Rous¬ 
seau and cult of Reason, 239 
Rodbertus, 297 
Rolland, Romain, 305 
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Romance (s), seventeenth-century, 
66, 257, 283; medieval, 104, 230, 
270; Scott’s, 274-275, 280; Haw¬ 
thorne’s, 280; Hardy’s, 280 
""Romanesque^" 228, 284. See also 
ROMANTICISM, use of word 
ROMANTICISM 
and art of criticism, 84, 89, 113, 
120 

and disease, ii3ff., 174, 287-288 
and laziness, 17, 18, 112, 116, 288- 
289 

and unconscious, 17, 20, 194, 225, 
306, 307, 331 

becomes classic, iii, 211, 285-287 
classic critique of, 53, 73, 211-212, 
230, 252, 273, 289, 317, 321, 

323-3M1 330-331 

dates of, 14, 24, 27-28, 81, 134- 
137, 138-139, 142, 161, 197 
definitions of, 7, 13, 16, 2off., 58, 
109, 132, 217, 225, 229, 230 
died last century, 3ff., 138-139, 
i4iff. 

dramatic character, 97-98, 145, 
149, 167, 220, 244, 271 
historic, 6, 9, 13-14, 26, 54, 99, 
117-118, 131-132, i34i 

i4off., i5ifT., 163, 175, i87ff., 
284 

intrinsic, 4, 14, 23, 26, 193, 197, 
228-229, 252, 284 
its activities, 25-26, 73, ii2ff., 117, 
118, 119-120, 124, 131-132, 192, 
230 

its problem, 2iff., 27, 73, 100, 117, 
133, 175, 211 

its variety, 85, 96, 127-128, 131, 
187, 193, 198-199, 206 
literary, 4, 13, 82, 119-120, i38fF., 
154, 213, 219-220, 224, 229, 230, 
251-252, 259, 287-288 
misrepresented, i7ff., 68, 109, 115, 
119-120, 139, 162, 169, 196, 
2I3ff. 

neo-, 154,159-160,199-200, 302ff., 

327-329 


overexpressive, 101-102, 109, 145, 
226 

philosophers of, 4, 91, 124, 131- 
132, 214, 215, 277, 319, 323, 325 
political theories, 27fF., 117, i28ff., 
198, 214, 215, 296-297 
romantic failures, 98, 138, i4off., 
145, 199, 211 

romantic irony, 167, 237, 313 
romantic revolt, 69, 82, 83, 117- 
118, 230, 27iff., 284, 325 
survives in twentieth century, 4, 
16, 138-139, i5iff., i68ff., 177, 
185, 195, 197, 221, 226, 311-312, 

325 

word, use of, i, 2, 4ff., 11-13, 39, 
54, 104, 109, 119, 120, 134, 213- 
230 

word, origin of, 104, 227-228, 229, 
283-284 

Rossetti, D. G., on Delacroix, 151; 
and Symbolist technique, 154, 
157; used by musicians, 155 
Rossetti, W. M., 302 
Rostand, E., 284 

Rousseau, J. J., 3, 49-50, 74; “father 
of romanticism,” 27, 212, 235; 
common view of, 28ff., 242, 244; 
influence, 28, 245, 251; Confes¬ 
sions, 29, 30, 109-110, appraised 
by Julian Green, 121; character, 
29fT., 242, 245; his critique of 
eighteenth century, 3 iff., 240; his 
theory of the state, 34ff., 198, 
242; his forerunners, 39-40; 
^oted on legislator, 42, 245; and 
German school, 44, 45, 51; de¬ 
fines genius, 75; Reveries, 39, 82, 
104; uses romantique, 104; his 
sentimentality, 106; insistence 
upon action, 108; 'New Helo'ise, 
126-127, 291; “psychoanalyzed,” 
179; and the radio, 209; and Irv¬ 
ing Babbitt, 27, 212, 221, 330; his 
“realism,” 31, 223, 270; bibliog¬ 
raphy, 238; his enemies, 238; and 
cult of Reason, 239; and Noble 
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Savage, 27, 32-33, 239-240; on 
man’s nature, 241-242; and rev¬ 
olution, 29, 31, 34, 197, 240-241; 
on Poland, 44, 245, 246; on the 
passions, 263ff., 269, 291; quoted 
on his own work, 291; “de¬ 
bunked” with Lamennais, 315; 
quoted by Shaw on sex, 318 
Roussy de Sales, R. de, 3, 232; on 
“two souls,” 70; on transient ro¬ 
manticism, 317 
Rubens, 256 

Ruskin, and Turner, 151, 301; and 
Pre-Raphaelites^ 151; and Chris¬ 
tianity, 220; Rossetti on, 302 
Russia, romanticism in, 136, 206, 
295, 327; modern —at war, 188, 
204, 210; revolution (1917), 202, 
205; cultural autonomy in, 204, 
207; nationalist art, 205; Beatrice 
Webb on, 213 

Sackville West, E., on De Quin- 
cey, 119, 276, 290 

Saint-Simon, Comte de, and so¬ 
cialism, 131; and history, 326 
Saint-Simon, Due de, his memoirs 
of Louis XIV’s court, 62-63 
Sainte-Beuve, his provincialism, 
173; his character, 224, 315; only 
half a romanticist, 233, 289; 

quoted by Strachey, 314; source 
of modern “debunking,” 314- 
315; Saurat’s attack on, 315-316 
Salvemini, G., 243 
Sand, George, realistic novelist, 
147-148; Flaubert’s regard for, 
2^ 

Satie, Erik, forerunner of modern¬ 
ism, 176; Parade, 266, 311 
Saurat, Denis, on Rimbaud, 173, 
316; on Hugo, 279 
Savage, R., 120 
Savary, General, 323 
Sayers, Dorothy, quoted on con¬ 
temporary history, 208, 330; 

quoted on sex, 217-218 
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Schelling, influence on Weber, 18- 
19; pantheism, 131; death, 137; 
Gutmann on, 277 

Schiller, 9, 91, 124, 137; a roman¬ 
ticist, 12, 117, 230, 235, 284, 288; 
not a romanticist, 13; a classicist, 
113, 287-288; Robbers, 135; epi¬ 
grams, 168; philosophy, 225, 293 

Schlegel, August W., 133, 137, 288 

Schlegcl, Friedrich, 120, 137, 174, 
288, 295 

Schleiermacher, and Spinoza, 124; 
and Protestantism, 131; death, 
137; quoted on man’s fate, 238 

Schopenhauer, 9, 91, 221; on moral 
progress, 22; his stoicism, 107; 
rediscovery by Realists, 143, 318; 
on mind and will, 323 

Schubert, as a song writer, 88; 
death, 137 

Schumann, as a song writer, 88; 
death, 137 

SCIENCE, alleged romantic at¬ 
tack on, 20, 89!?., 226, 277; ro¬ 
mantic enthusiasm for, 25, 79, 90- 
91, 131, 132; Rousseau and bot¬ 
any, 39; in seventeenth century, 
57; biological, 76, and see BIOL^ 
OGY; and romantic philoso¬ 
phers, 91, 96; and abandonment 
of common sense, 93; and Re¬ 
alistic reaction, 143-144, 324; and 
Naturalistic novels, 157, 158; and 
neo-romanticism, 159-160, 221; 
and sex, 178; and Freud, 179, 
277; and neo-classicism, 205; in 
modern Russia, 206; Pascal’s life¬ 
long interest in, 268; rhetoric of, 

305 

Scott, Dixon, quoted on Arnold 
Bennett, 214 

Scott, Geoffrey, quoted, 223 

Scott, Walter, 9, 82, 96, 100, 103, 
105, 297, 310; realism in his fic¬ 
tion, 85-86, 147-148, 223, 274- 
275, 280-281, 292; demonology, 
92; and Napoleon, in; powers 
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of work, 112; success, 117; early 
romanticist, 135, 228; and Emma 
Bovary, 147; and historiography, 
223, 233; prose style, 273; quoted 
on his own heroes, 274-275, 292; 
a naturalist, 274, 303; and “popu¬ 
lar” verse, 319 
Seccombe, T., quoted, 228 
Seilliere, Ernest, 252 
Senancour, 149 

SENTIMENTALITY, 6; and Ro¬ 
manticism, 16, 18, 99-100, 109, 
126-127, 214, 224, 229, 242; eight¬ 
eenth-century, 76; defined, 103, 
105-108, 284-285; and New He- 
lotse, 126; and Flaubert, 145; 
and Victorian novels, 148; in M. 
Arnold, 148; in Realism, 155, 
176; in Lamb, 173; modem, 

177 

SEX, Hartley on, 75; romantic 
treatment of, 114, 116, 169-170; 
modem view, i77ff., 317-318; D. 
Sayers on, 217-218; E. K. Kirk 
on, 218; and romantic art, 180, 
219; M. Josephson on, 277; 
erotic poetry, 127, 291; displaced 
in romantic novel, 292; Nat¬ 
uralism and, 303 

Shadwell, attacked by Dryden, n8 
Shakespeare, revaluated by roman¬ 
tics, 98, 233, 271-272, 285-288; 
“perfect art,” loi, 145, 282, 287; 
translated by Letoumeur, 105; 
on his own life, no; quoted, 
185; Romeo and Juliet^ 215; and 
Pascal, 252; neglected by Addi¬ 
son, 25877.; and Pushkin, 281- 
282; and Goethe, 287; Tempest, 
282; Racine and, 136, 282, 285- 
287; and Berlioz, 310; Pepys and 
Geo. Barker on, 327 
Shaw, G. B., on romantic love, 178; 
his literary gods, 179; and Mor¬ 
ris’s daughter, ibid.; quoted on 
physical love, 178, 179, 318; on 
unreasonable man, 195, 323, 324; 
quoted on biography, 290; on 


platitudes, 307-308; and irration¬ 
alism, 323 

Shelley, 9, 12, 82, 100, 137; his 
grasp of reality, 86-87; social 
criticism, 87, 180; scientific stud¬ 
ies, 87, 90; religion, 92; life and 
work, 115, 174; biographers of, 
119, 275; emotional crisis, 124; 
on death, 127; Arnold’s “ineffec¬ 
tual angel,” 149; youthful work, 
166; Shaw’s admiration for, 179; 
honeymoon at Rhayader, 215; 
quoted on effect of revolution, 
295; quoted on zeal for reform, 

.325 

Sieyes, 246 

Silone, Ignazio, quoted on Maz- 
zini, 217 

Silz, Walter, quoted on Ricarda 
Huch, 116; on Tieck, 116, 288- 
289; on German Romantic 
School, 120, 290; on Adam 

Muller, 251 
Slowacki, 136 

Smith, L. P., quoted on “roman¬ 
tic,” 283-284 
Smith, Sidney, 233 
Social Contract, theory of, 35ff., 
39; book on — by Rousseau, 34ff 
238, 239, 243, 245; and Aristotle, 
39; Locke, Hobbes, on —, 40; 
meaning, 49-50, 240; and Carlyle, 
240; and Swift, 240; breaks down, 
242 

SOCIALISM, romantic (Utopian), 
16, 25, 131, 142, 143, 144, 216, 
296-297; scientific (Marxian), 
144, 180, 182, 200, 203, 215, 326 
Socrates, character viewed histori¬ 
cally, iio-iii, 286 
Sophocles, 153, 286, 329; Antigone 
and Philoctetes, 321 
Spain, War of Liberation (1809- 
1812), 9, 136, 319; Axis War 
(1935-1939), 177, 180; revolution, 
202; sixteenth-century empire, 
232, 250; sixteenth-century re¬ 
ligion, 294 
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Spencer, H., 143, 159 
Spenser, 216, 25872. 

Spinoza, theory of emotion, 71, 
261, 263; rediscovered by roman¬ 
tics, 72; influence on Goethe and 
Herder, 124; Ethics quoted from, 
261; religion, 268 

Stael, Mme. de, “mother of roman¬ 
ticism,” 99; and Schlegel, 133; 
censored by Napoleon, 136, 191- 

1921 323 

Stalin, control of art, 192, 326 
Stapfer, P., 270 

STATE, theory of strong, 15, 
44 ff.; mysticism about, 48-50; di¬ 
rects energies, 51, 64-65; stabil¬ 
ity, 52; classic — built on repres¬ 
sion, 69-71 

Stebbins, Richard, and Lucy Poate, 
on romanticism, i7fT.; on Weber 
ibid., 119, 233-234, 236 
Steeves, H. R., quoted, 230 
Steffens, L., quoted, 308 
Stein, Gertrude, and language, 156, 
176 

Steinbeck, J., 176 

Stendhal, 91, 137; opposed to Hugo, 
13, to Balzac, 100; as an observer, 
87; and Napoleon, iii, 117, 192; 
The Red and the Black, 112; 
Racine et Shakespeare, 136, 282, 
289, quoted from, 285-287; and 
Flaubert, 147; and Realism, 147- 
148, 282; in Russian campaign, 
192; de rAmour, 295; quoted on 
romantic generation, 295 
Stephen, Leslie, 274, 303 
Sterne, 106, 264 
Stevenson, R. L., quoted, 219 
Stirner, Max, 132 
Strachey, John, 326 
Strachey, Lytton, creed of debunk¬ 
ing, 171; quoted from, 314; criti¬ 
cized by G. M. Young, 172, 314; 
and Sainte-Beuve, 314 
Strauss, David, 298 
Strauss, Richard, 158 
Stravinsky, Igor, artistic attitudes. 
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170; quoted on his own art, 171, 
314; estimate of nineteenth-cen¬ 
tury music, 172, 320; musical 
dogmatism, 181, 320; use of 

pastiche, 226 
Strindberg, 157 

SUBJECTIVE, and romantic, 19, 
100, 163, 219, 277-278, 307; Korff 
on, 293; defined, 95; why art 
is — , 96; and Realism, 145; and 
Symbolism, 154, 155, 157; in 
modern ego, 168 
Sudermann, a naturalist, 157 
Sullivan, Arthur, 154 
SUPERNATURAL, 85, 92ff.; 

Hamlet’s father’s ghost, 93; in 
Greek tragedy, 93-94 
SUPERSTITION, religion no-, 
79; use of, by Bums, 282 
SURREALISM, 176, 198, 200. See 
also Breton, A. 

“Sweeney principle.” See NIGHT¬ 
INGALE 

Swift, 57; character, 67; Arnold on 
his poetry, 149; quoted, 227; on 
social conventions, 240; on rea¬ 
son and passion, 261-262; and 
Byron, 313 

Swinburne, and Pre-Raphaelites, 
152; and Victorian morals, 148; 
on Elizabethan romantic, 220 
SYMBOLISM, romantic origin, 
138, 198, 296; and Flaubert, 146; 
and Impressionism, 151; defined, 
152, i54ff.; and science, 159; con¬ 
tinuation today, 175-176, 200, 
316-317, 327; modern attitude 
toward, 316 

Tacitus, on social panic, 242; on 
the Germans, 250 
Tasso, 170 

Tate, Allen, quoted, 183, 312, 320 
Taylor, Henry, Abercrombie on, 
220; on Wordsworth’s character, 
278 

Temperley, H. V., quoted on 
Hugo, 102-103 
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Temple, Wm» (Abp. of Canter¬ 
bury), 189, 322 
Tennyson, 148, 318 
Thackeray, realistic novelist, 148 
Therive, A., 276 
Thompson, Francis, 304 
Thomson, James, 134 
Thoreau, 9, 221 

Thorpe, C. D., on Keats, 91; 

quoted, 120, 277, 290 
Thoughts (Pascal), 24, 58; quoted 
from, 234, 251-252, 255 
Thucydides, 185 

Tieck, L., Ricarda Huch and Pro¬ 
fessor Silz on, 116; change of 
manner, 140; Carlyle on, 288; 
Huch, Silz, and Zeydel on, 288- 
289 

Tolstoy, and Christianity, 220 
Tooke, Home, 233 
TOTALITARIANISM. See FAS¬ 
CISM, Germany, Mussolini, Na¬ 
poleon, Russia 

TRADITION, in Burke, 42; in ro¬ 
manticism, 55, 123, 124, 167, 289; 
under classicism, 68, 93, 258, 

310-311; not overthrown by 
Faust, 123; modem pretenses 
about, 171, 182, 185, 210, 270; 
defined by T. S. Eliot, 210, 309- 
310; in Dante, 286 
TRANSCENDENTALISM, 221, 
308. See also ROMANTICISM, 
philosophers of 

Treitschke, as political theorist, 48 
Trevelyan, G. M., quoted, 86, 223 
Trilling, Lionel, quoted on Shelley, 
87, 119, 275, 290; on Freud, 87, 

319 

Trognon, Auguste, quoted, 271 
Trotzky, 326 

Turner, J. M. W., 88; his realism 
through distortion, 102, 281; 

Shaw's admiration for, 179; his 
impressionism, 301; his three 
st)des, 301 

Tyndall, John, quoted on Faraday, 
9L 277 


United States. See America 
UNITY, classical, 52, 55!?., 56, 59, 
63, 65, 203, 258, 260; organic 
within individual, 72, 192, 225; 
political —by force, 142-143, 189; 
mtellectual, 95-96, 144, 182; mod¬ 
em desire for, i8iff., 203; dra¬ 
matic, 259, 282 
Utilitarians, 38, 132 


Valery, Paul, small output, 116, 
170; on Pascal, 252; on Hugo, 
278-279; on Baudelaire, 303, 316; 
metaphysics, 313 
Valle-Inclan, R. de, 312 
Van Gogh, 220; quoted on neo¬ 
romanticism, 304 

Varley, John (and other disciples 
of Blake). See Blake 
Vaughan, 177 
Verdi, 149, 172 
Vergil, 259, 286, 310 
Verhaeren, Emile, 157 
Verlaine, Art Foetique, 155; part 
naturalist, 157; his life admired, 
i73» 3 i<5 

VICTORIAN COMPROMISE, 
follows romantic path, 141; 
moral tone, 141, 148, 308; bibli¬ 
ography, 296; Strachey on, 314 
Vigny, and science, 91, 131; his 
pessimism, 107; and Napoleon, 
III; emotional crisis, 124; his 
poetry, 278, 279; life and work, 
289; his novels, 292 
Viollet-le-Duc, 328 
Vitmvius, 256 

Voltaire, 271, 276; attacks Pascal, 
24; enemy of Rousseau, 30-31, 
240-241, 242; argues against life 
force, 33-34; ridicules Pietists, 
60; persecuted, 61; Candide, 74; 
against Shakespeare, 105; his sen¬ 
timentality, 106; powejra of work, 
116; chaotic life, 120; and Noble 
Savage, 240; Man with 40 ShiU 
lings, 241; character, 242; Nanine 
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quoted from, 265; and Gott- 
sched, 272; Charles X//, 284 


Wackenroder, 99, 116, 137 
Wagner, R., and “philosophic” Re¬ 
alism, 143, 300; Gesamtkunst- 
•werk, 149, 155; and Symbolism, 
300; and eroticism, 318 
Wdlace, Henry, 189, 322 
Wallas, Graham, quoted, 222; the¬ 
ory of mind and instinct, 324 
Walpole, Horace, 106 
Walton, Eda Lou, quoted, 222 
Waugh, Evelyn, 169 
Waverley, quoted from, 228, 280- 
281 

Webb, Beatrice, quoted, 213 
Weber, C. M. von, his roman¬ 
ticism, i7ff., 119, 236; powers of 
work, 112; and nineteenth-cen¬ 
tury music, 88, 139; biography 
of, 233-234; quoted, 236 
Welby, T. E., 302; quoted on Pre- 
Raphaelites, 303 

Wemey, R. M., quoted on neo¬ 
romanticism, 306 
Werther, 107-108, 285 
Wesley, Charles, hymn quoted 
from, 294 
West, Rebecca, 316 
Whistler, Nocturnes, 155 
White, N. L, on Shelley, 119, 
290 

Wieland, 134 
Wielhorski, Count, 44 
Wilde, Oscar, 304, 307; and Fa- 
tience, 154; epigram on Nature 
and Art, 156; “psychoanalyzed,” 
179; Poems, 318; quoted on san- 
ityi 324 

Wilkes, John, 120 
WILL, General — , 36ff., 40, 73; 
— of All, 37; of the citizen, 44, 
117; individual, against author¬ 
ity, 63; -power, 71-72, II3ff.; 
paralysis or, 113; romantic, 15- 
16, 147; and Reason, 193-194, 
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323-324; in Descartes and Leib¬ 
niz, 269 

Willoughby, L. A., quoted on 
Heine, 313 

Wilm, E. C., quoted, 225 
Wilson, P. W., quoted, 260-261 
Wilson, Woodrow, quoted, vi, 231 
Winckelmann, 274 
Wingfield-Stratford, E., 314 
Witchcraft, 92 

Wood, Anthony a, quoted, 227 
Woolf, Virginia, 177 
Wordsworth, 8, 9, 12, 103, 273, 313; 
love of nature, 10, 298; poetic 
diction, 22; on Gothic architec¬ 
ture, 85; as an observer, 87; 
poetic forms, 89, 135; quoted on 
Newton and science, 90, 277; 
overexpressiveness, 102; illegiti¬ 
mate daughter, 120-121; emo¬ 
tional crisis, 123, 124; Conven¬ 
tion of Cintra, 129; quoted on 
Napoleon, 248; Resolution and 
Independence, 131, quoted from, 
309; early romanticist, 135; Arn¬ 
old’s view of, 149; Henry Taylor 
on, 278; use of illusion, 320 
World War, First, 160, 161, 200, 
201, 202; Second, zo^Q. 

Wotton, T. S., quoted on Berlioz, 
119, 290; quoted on “romantic,” 
228, 284; on form, 276 
Wright, E. H., 238 

XaNTIPPE, III 

Yeats, W. B., 225 
Young, Edward, 106 
Young, Francis Brett, quoted, 215 
Young, G. M., on Lytton Strachey, 
172, 314; on Victorian Age, 296 
“Young Germany,” 13, 132 

Zeydel, E. H., quoted on Tieck, 
288-289 

Zola, romantic roots, 139, 304; nat¬ 
uralist creed, 157, 158, 159, 204- 
305; quoted, 159, 305 
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